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The mainstreaming of handicapped students at all
grade levels has been a frequently cited issue in American
education for over a decade. Although mainstreaming is not
specifically mentioned in the implementing regulations of
P.L. 94-142, it may be considered as a part of the Law's
least restrictive environment provisions, which requires a
continuum of alternative placements for handicapped
children. The present study investigated the views of
elementary school principals relative to endemic barriers
to mainstreaming. Additionally, dependent and independent
variables related to the principals' knowledge of the
mandates of P.L. 94-142, attitudes toward the integration
of the handicapped into regular classroom settings, ability
to identify barriers to mainstreaming, and knowledge of
effective mainstreaming practices in Special Education were
evaluated as possible endemic barriers to mainstreaming.
Further, the impact of personal relationships with
handicapped relatives and friends on the actual
implementation and maintenance of effective mainstreaming
programs was investigated.
Sixty-seven (67) elementary school principals from a
large urban school system were the subjects in this study.
Twenty-five (25) principals' mainstreaming programs were
identified as being effective and forty-two (42) as
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ineffective by Central and Area Office Administration
personnel. Two data gathering Instruments were used to
examine dependent and independent variables related to the
principals. A Personal Data Questionnaire (PDQ) contained
demographic questions and 50 items related to the Research
Questions. A Structured Personal Interview was
administered to twenty (20) principals of which ten (10)
had effective mainstreaming programs and close contact with
relatives or friends with handicapping conditions. Ten
(10) principals were interviewed with ineffective programs
and no contact with relatives or friends with handicapping
conditions.
Results indicated that:
1. Mean scores of principals with effective and
ineffective mainstreaming programs on the PDQ did
not differ significantly as analyzed by the
_t-Test at the 0.05 level of significance;
2. Whether a mainstreaming program was identified as
effective or ineffective was not significantly
related to variables of principals such as:
highest degree level; number of years as a
principal; years of teaching experience; number
of undergraduate and graduate courses in Special
Education; and having frequent contact with
relatives or friends with handicapping conditions
inside or outside the home, based on Chi Square
Analyses;
3. However, frequent contact with relatives or close
friends outside the home was significantly
related to mean scores on the PDQ based on Chi
Square Analyses;
During the Structured Interviews, when principals
were asked to prioritize barriers to
mainstreaming, those with effective programs
4
3
Indicated that lack of communication between
regular and special education teachers and
support staff was their number one concern.
Principals with ineffective programs indicated
their number one concern was student behavioral
and social adjustment problems in the regular
classroom setting.
The writer concluded that State and Local monitoring
agencies and Area administrative personnel involved with
compliance under P.L. 94-142 must: develop new strategies
and instrumentswhich assess the merits of dependent and
independent variables of principals and their staffs before
offering rating assessments; and look more closely at
factors endemic to individual schools which might impede
mainstreaming effectiveness.
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Statement of the Problem
The mainstreaming of handicapped students at all grade
levels has been a frequently cited Issue In American education
for over a decade* The Federal mandates of Public Law 94-142,
the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (1975), and a
host of State Laws have ensured the continuation of
mainstreaming In Its predominant and controversial role In the
delivery of special education services* Although mainstream¬
ing Is not specifically mentioned In the implementing
regulations of P*L* 94-142, it may be considered as a part of
the Law's least restrictive environment provision, which
requires a continuum of alternative placements for handicapped
children* Subsequent emphasis in the literature has gradually
shifted from studies regarding the efficacy of special class
placements to a focus on the Implementation of mainstreaming*
The question is clearly no longer whether to mainstream but
rather, how most effectively to educate the handicapped in the
mainstream*
In many school systems at the elementary school level,
mainstreaming has not been implemented as the law intended*
Various factors tend to obstruct implementation* For
instance, many educational specialist claim that the attitudes
and personal failings of regular classroom teachers impede the
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process of mainstreaming. Conversely, teachers often perceive
their lack of training, the incompetence of specialists as
resource persons, and the need to maintain high academic
standards in the classroom as obstructive barriers to
effective mainstreaming. Often organizational barriers in
elementary schools, i.e., limited financial and material
resources, role differentiation of educators, and proper
administrative support, exist and prevent effective
mainstreaming. In this regard, factors such as Interpersonal
conflicts between educators, class size and student
characteristics, and lack of intervention by the principal may
be obstructive.
Further, the nature of the teaching profession, i.e.,
its conservative bias and autonomy, lack of career incentives
and psychic rewards, in many instances is not conducive for
providing education of the handicapped in the least
restrictive environment. Thus, since some teachers tend to
resistchange, in general, and more specifically, have neither
the interest in serving low-achieving students nor any source
of external motivation that might force them to do so, then
these symptomatic problems may in part account for poor
implementation of mainstreaming.
The extent of administrative support, specifically from
the principal, may be the most important variable in the
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implementation of mainstreaming. More specifically, the
principal's understanding of and attitude toward mainstreaming
are extremely important. Teachers, regular and special
educators, often look to their principals for guidance, and
what is Important to a principal will probably be important to
a principal's staff. On the other hand, if a principal makes
it clear that he or she is not enthusiastic about or
supportive of an innovation or technique involving
mainstreaming, it will be difficult for teachers to fully
Implement or support the process. Thus, it would be extremely
valuable to gather information from school administrators who
have been involved with mainstreaming as to what they perceive
as endemic barriers to effective mainstreaming. Once
assimilated, the information could be used as guidelines for
others who want to improve their mainstreaming programs or
convert from an ineffective one to one which is extremely
successful in meeting the challenge to educate all children.
Statement of the Purpose
The primary purpose of this study was to survey
elementary school principals involved in mainstreaming
handicapped children into the regular classroom relative to
what they perceived as the most relevant barriers to
successful mainstreaming. Although the Law is very specific
regarding the guidelines for implementation, it does not
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clearly address the administrative process Involved In that
Implementation. A secondary purpose of this study was to
evaluate certain variables related to the attitudes, training,
and educational experiences of school principals to determine
whether these variables represented barriers to effective
integration of the handicapped into the general education
program of the school.
Definitions and Delimitations
The following terms are defined operationally as they
were related to this study:
Definitions
Special Education - Specialized efforts to serve the
needs of handicapped children in the schools, specifically
through individually planned and monitored arrangement of
physical setting, special equipment and materials, teaching
procedures, and other interventions designed to help
exceptional children achieve the greatest possible
self-sufficiency and academic success;
Exceptional Child - The student that deviates from the
average or normal child and who is educably mentally retarded,
learning disabled, sensory handicapped, behaviorally
handicapped, communication or health impaired, or a
combination of the above to the extent that is not so severe
as to require full-time placement in a special education
class ;
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Learning Disabled - Children with special learning
disabilities who exhibit disorder/s in one or more basic
psychological processes such as listening, thinking, talking,
reading, writing, spelling, or arithmetic;
Mainstreaming - The process of educating exceptional
children into academic subjects with their non-handicapped
peers in the regular classroom setting;
Least Restrictive Environment - The concept of educating
exceptional (handicapped) children to the maximum extent
possible with children who are not handicapped* Removal of
handicapped children from the regular classroom should occur
only when the severity of the handicap would require aids and
services not available in regular classes and which cannot be
achieved or secured satisfactorily;
Panel of Experts - A group of three or more
professionals who are deemed by the writer as having informed
insights into mainstreaming practices and research by the
nature of their training and professional positions and
experiences in special education;
Endemic Barrier - Any personal, academic, or social
factor, occurring in the school environment, which impedes
handicapped children in receiving an individually designed
education in regular classes.
Attitude - Operationally, a positive attitude toward
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mainstreaming is defined as a score of 70 or above on the
attitudinal items on the Personal Data Questionnaire. A score
below 70 Indicates a negative attitude.
Delimitations
1. This study was confined to an investigation of
endemic barriers to effective mainstreaming as
perceived by elementary school principals from an
urban school system. Their opinions should not be
construed as reflecting the opinions of suburban
and/or rural school principals.
2. That the mainstreaming of handicapped students
existed prior to the initiation of this study, and
that the respondents' prior exposure to the practice
of mainstreaming may have influenced their
responses.
3. That the endemic barriers which were identified in
this study may not be the only variables which
impact mainstreaming success. However, it is
desirable that the results are such that they offer
some worthwhile insight to others involved in
similar endeavors.
Research Assumptions
1. That the profiles of the Elementary School
Principals chosen to participate in this study would
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be representative of their respective urban school
administrative peers;
2. That all of the respondents were familiar with the
concepts of mainstreaming, either by direct or
indirect experiences, coursework, or independent
scholarly endeavors;
3. The willingness or nonwillingness of the school
principals to integrate handicapped children into
the general education program will be reflected to a
great extent in their positive or negative attitudes
toward the handicapped, respectively;
4. That the endemic barriers identified by this study
are not the only variables which impact
mainstreaming success, although they do represent
current barriers identifiable by validated research;
5. That the Panel of Experts possessed the necessary
backgrounds to properly critique the research
questions asked on the Personal Data Questionnaire
and the Structured Interview prior to their
dissemination to respondents.
Research Questions
The primary purpose of this study was to examine the
implementation of mainstreaming and to determine selected
endemic barriers to the process as perceived by elementary
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school principals. Therefore, the following research
questions were investigated:
1. Does knowlege of the mandates of P.L. 94-142
correlate positively or negatively with effective
implementation of mainstreaming?
2. Do positive or negative attitudes of school
principals toward mainstreaming correlate with the
actual implementation of the process and its success
or failure?
3. Are school principals able to identify research-
validated endemic barriers to effective mainstream¬
ing of handicapped children?
4. Does knowledge of effective mainstreaming practices
in serving the handicapped play a significant role
in mainstreaming success or failure?
5. Does the amount of in-service training in special
education of school principals correlate positively
or negatively in the implementation of
mainstreaming?
6. Does the formal level of education of school
principals correlate positively or negatively in the
implementation of mainstreaming?
7. Do principals who have relatives or close contact
with friends with handicapping conditions maintain
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more effective mainstreaming programs than those
that do not?
Significance of the Study
With the passage of P.L. 94-142 and its mandates for the
education of handicapped children in the least restrictive
environment, principals have been faced with difficult tasks.
As educational leaders of schools, principals were required
legally to Integrate students who had been removed from the
mainstream of education back into the general education
program. After receiving enormous complaints from special and
regular classroom educators, parents, and non-mainstrearned
students relative to the efficacy of mainstreaming,
administrators themselves are questioning the emphasis,
financial and academic, being placed on mainstreaming. The
significance and relevance of this study are:
1. Undeniably, many characteristics of successful
mainstreaming programs have been tangentially
mentioned. However, by being aware of these
characteristics while planning and developing a
mainstreaming program, many endemic barriers can be
avoided and greater success can be ensured;
2. Those individuals in top administrative and
leadership positions, l.e., school principals, must
be knowledgeable of and sensitive to the unique
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problems involved in mainstreaming;
It is anticipated that school principals will
perceive that the attitudes of regular educators are
also important and may present endemic barriers to
mainstreaming. Therefore, in the selection of
teaching personnel, principals may use these
parameters as guidelines in planning in-service
opportunities and other professional experiences for
themselves in being better prepared to meet the
challenge of mainstreaming.
The Implementation of a successful mainstreaming
program will require many new skills and
understandings for most school principals. Colleges
and universities involved in education should be
particularly responsive in the role they can play in
meeting the needs of administrators of special
education; hence, teacher education programs should
have courses focusing on mainstreaming at both
undergraduate and graduate levels;
In-service activities in mainstreaming must be
bolstered relative to the strategies to be employed
and the needs of school principals as the top
administrative officials of mainstreaming programs;
Due to the variability within and between schools.
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this study should provide insight into factors that
might adversely or positively affect mainstreaming
practices, i.e., support services, classroom student
loads, number of exceptional children per class, and
the principal's attitude toward the process.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE
The purpose of this chapter is to review the literature
and research associated with variables related to elementary
school principals perceptions of endemic barriers to effective
mainstreaming. This background information is presented in
five major sections: Definition and Implications of Least
Restrictive Environment; Theoretical Framework; Attitudes
Toward Mainstreaming; Training Needs for Regular School
Administrators; and Importance of Involvement of School
Personnel in Mainstreaming.
A. Definition and Implications of Least Restrictive
Environment
With the passage of Public Law 94-142, the Education for
All Handicapped Children Act (1975), a free appropriate
education for the handicapped is no longer a privilege but a
right according to the law. P.L. 94-142 calls for: 1) free
appropriate education for all handicapped individuals of
school age regardless of the severity of the handicap; 2) due
process safeguards, whereby parents or surrogate parents
participate in the decisions regarding class placement and
program development; and 3) education of the handicapped in
the least restrictive environment. That is, handicapped
children are to be educated with non-handicapped children to
12
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the greatest extent possible. This last requirement has come
to be known in education vernacular as “mainstreaming.”
Since 1975, educators have been faced with the
responsibility of mainstreaming handicapped children. This
responsibility is not without its problems. One major problem
is that mainstreaming means different things to different
people. For example, Chaffin (1974) defines mainstreaming as
an alternative program "characterized by the retention of the
mildly retarded in the regular classroom with supplemental
support being provided to the regular classroom teacher." In
the past, the emphasis on the administrative aspects of
integrating handicapped children into the regular grades has
tended to establish a perspective that mainstreaming is based
primarily on the amount of time a child spends in the regular
classroom. Even though many experts agree that mainstreaming
is more than just time spent with non-handicapped peers, Chiba
and Semmel (1975) and Ballard and Zettel (1977) stated that
the most frequently used measure of mainstreaming is still the
amount of time spent with non-handicapped students in the
regular classroom.
Turnbull (1977) viewed mainstreaming as a legislative
and judicial preference used mainly to balance the interests
of children and schools. The following definition of main-
streaming was approved in April, 1976, by the Council of
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Exceptional Children Delegate Assembly:
Mainstreaming is a belief which involves an
educational placement procedure and process
for exceptional children, based on the
conviction that each such child should be
educated in the least restrictive environment
in which his educational and related needs
can be satisfactorily provided. This concept
recognizes ; and that special classes,
separate schooling, or other removal of an
exceptional child from education with
non-exceptional children should occur only
when the intensity of the child's special
education and related needs is such that they
cannot be satisfied in an environment
including non-exceptional children, even with
the provision of supplementary aids and
services. (p.3).
In this regard, the parent advocacy publication. Closer Look.
(1970) pointed out that “mainstreaming covers a variety of
alternatives, and placements should be made on the basis of
individual needs."
Although there is a strong moral and legal argument for
the integration of the handicapped, there is also a strong
need to fit the child to the type of recommended placement.
The success of most programming for the handicapped, as well
as the non-handicapped, is judged by the progress or lack of
progress in academic achievement. In a study of criteria used
in determining a learning disabled child's readiness for
mainstreaming, Wilkes et al. (1975) asked 120 professional
educators to rate the importance of a set of 41 criteria
developed for use in the study. This group of professionals
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consisted of 16 LD supervisors, 30 school psychologists, 51 LD
teachers, and 33 regular class teachers with mainstreaming
practices. The list of criteria contained statements
concerning the child's academic work, behavioral
characteristics, and placement criteria. All four groups of
professionals agreed that adequate preparation and ability to
handle academic situations were Important pre-mainstreamlng
criteria needed for successful integration.
Indeed, there is a great deal of confusion about
mainstreaming. The majority of the confusion was due to lack
of clarity about what it takes to deliver appropriate
programming (MacMillan and Semmel, 1977). Mainstreaming has
been discussed as a set of distinct elements, i.e., temporal,
instructional, and social integration. According to Kaufman
et al. (1979), these elements are mutually interdependent.
Although many authors have studied the importance of social
acceptance of the handicapped by the non-handicapped (Kaufman
et al., 1975; Gottlieb, 1974; Goodman et al., 1972; Vacc ,
1968; Wilkes et al. , 1975), there is little evidence that
indicates any effort has gone into determining what acceptable
behavior levels will be appropriate for successful
mainstreaming.
B. Theoretical Framework
The extent of administrative support, specifically from
16
the principal, is an important variable in the implementation
of mainstreaming programs in elementary schools. The
principal's attitude towards mainstreaming is important
because teachers often look to their principals for guidance
and that active support of principals Increases the chance of
teachers' innovations and change. Thus, what is important to
a principal will probably be important to the principal's
staff. Conversely, if principals are not enthusiastic and
remain unsupportive of an innovation or technique, then it
will be difficult for teachers and other school personnel to
implement and support the process.
Schools have now become the focal point for changes in
the society and thus, the principal's role has become
dramatically more complex. Mangers (1978) asserted:
If a school is a vibrant. Innovative, child-
centered place, if it has a reputation for
excellence in teaching, if students are
performing to the best of their ability, one
can almost point to the principal's
leadership as the key to success. (p. 1).
The Mangers report indicated that federal, state and
local governments, as well as the courts, are increasingly
dictating how local schools are to function. These mandated
programs and practices drastically affect the role of the
principal. Based on the foregoing discussion, it appears that
the principal plays the key role in the success of a
mainstreaming program.
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Raske (1979) found that regular school principals spent
approximately 14.6% of their time on duties related to special
education. Some of the special education tasks identified
were: 1) participating in individual education planning (lEP)
meetings; 2) reviewing referrals for special education
services; 3) supervising and coordinating the annual review.
Individual education plan and follow-up system process; 4)
attending special education staff meetings within and outside
their area or district; 5) preparing and monitoring the
special education budget; 6) interviewing prospective special
education personnel for employment; 7) developing the special
education curriculum; and 8) arranging special education
in-service programs. The magnitude of the job
responsibilities of principals relative to educating the
handicapped is tremendous. It is apparent that principals
should have positive attitudes toward the handicapped to
improve the effectiveness of mainstreaming; however, much
research exists on attitudes toward the handicapped which
reveals society's negative attitudes. These negative
attitudes, if harbored by principals, pose serious endemic
barriers to mainstreaming effectiveness.
Further, most regular school principals receive little
or no training in special education. To make the kind of
decisions that will be necessary in special education, the
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regular school principal must develop knowledge of programming
for handicapped students. When principals are properly
trained and hold positive attitudes toward the integration of
handicapped children, then many endemic barriers to
mainstreaming will be eliminated and programs should be
successfully improved.
C. Attitudes Toward Mainstreaming
Positive attitudes toward handicapped students in
mainstreamed settings are significant in ensuring the success
of these special learners. Schmelkin (1981) noted that
"recently, there has been a growing awareness that the climate
within which mainstreaming is to be implemented is probably
one of the most important determiners of its outcome."
Freeman (1980), in a study of certain elements of
teacher-pupil interactions in the mainstreamed classroom,
found that teachers reacted more positively with successful
than with unsuccessful students. He further concluded that
"for the education of each child to be appropriate, classroom
interaction must be of the amount and type which will
contribute to the growth and development of each child
regardless of their exceptionality." Using an attitude scale
to assess the attitudes of regular classroom teachers toward
mainstreamed children, Larrlvee and Cook (1979) stated that
the teachers need to feel successful in their dealings with
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handicapped students in order to feel positive about them. It
was especially Important to receive the positive support and
recognition of school administrators in developing positive
attitudes.
Another school survey in which the attitudes of school
principals, special education teachers, and regular education
teachers were identified as being Important to mainstreaming
success was conducted by Schubert and Click (1981). These
researchers investigated Individual school districts which had
successful mainstreaming programs in order to determine the
variables which appeared to make them successful. The
researchers stated:
Several teachers felt that without the strong
support. Interest, and positive attitudes of
their administrators, their programs would
have failed or been only partially
successful; on the other hand, most of the
administrators seemed to make a point of
stressing the Importance of their teachers'
willingness to make mainstreaming work and to
work together as being one of the crucial
elements in making their programs effective
for students. (p. 12).
For mainstreaming to be successful, it appears that the
school principal is the key (Beery, 1972; Carpenter, 1975).
If there is great controversy, and if the key role in the
implementation of mainstreaming is the school principal, then
the problem of the training and experience of school
principals as they relate to the principals' support for the
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process is paramount and significant. Equally important are
the attitudes of principals toward mainstreaming the
handicapped, for if negative, these attitudes may be serious
barriers to an effective process. Studies by Barngrover
(1971) and Guerin and Szatlocky (1974) indicated that the
farther away one is from the day-to-day instruction of
students, the more positive the attitudes toward
mainstreaming. Barngrover (1971) stated:
Classroom teachers more often favor retention
of special classes for the exceptional, while
non-teaching educators (administrators and
school principals) preferred integration.
(p. 755).
However, to the contrary, Jackson (1974) reported that school
principals illustrated a preference for retention of special
classes or self-contained classrooms. Jackson cautioned:
If administrators expect Plan A (integration)
to fall, or if they simply fail to support
it, there is little chance for meaningful
implementation of the plan. This is a simple
function of the position of the administrator
as the chief policy making individual in the
schools. (p. 10).
Payne and Murray (1974) found suburban school principals more
accepting of mainstreaming than their urban counterparts.
However, both principal groups felt that in-service training
was the greatest need for teachers in a mainstreaming
program. Likewise, Aptekar (1983) concluded that coursework,
rather than experience with the handicapped was more likely to
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produce a favorable stance toward mainstreaming; he further
suggested that It was not so much experience, but favorable
experience, that predisposed a person to accept the concept.
Prescott (1974) sought to determine If there was a
difference In attitudes toward Integrating the handicapped
between administrators with experience teaching the
handicapped and those without. He further investigated years
as an administrator of special education and hours of courses
in special education. Essentially, Prescott concluded that;
1 ) those with special education teaching experience were
significantly more positive in their attitudes toward learning
disabled, hard of hearing, deaf, and blind; 2) those
administrators who had semester hours of course work in
special education held significantly more positive attitudes
toward integration of the handicapped. He concluded that
course work in special education appeared to be more important
than teaching experience in contributing to developing
positive attitudes toward exceptionalities. Kurzberg (1978)
surveyed elementary school principals considering parameters
such as teaching experience, level of administrative training,
and number of in-service sessions in special education. His
most significant finding was that administrators having
elementary teaching experience showed a more positive attitude
for mainstreaming. Kurzberg (1978), thus recommended that
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course work in special education should be a part of a
comprehensive program for regular school administrators. This
view was also shared by Brooks and Branford (1971) and Johnson
(1978) concurred that experience alone separated from
increased knowledge of the handicapped, does not improve
attitudes toward the integration process. Thus, it appears
that the educational training received by school principals
plays a major role in contributing to the quality of work they
accomplish relative to integrating the handicapped into the
mainstream.
In many studies, the attitudes held by administrators
have not been extremely positive toward the mainstreaming of
the handicapped. Wong and Perkins (1978) concluded that in
order to bring about an effective positive change in attitude,
belief and effect had to be strongly considered. Belief
meaning the elimination of stereotypic attitudes toward the
handicapped; affect meaning providing positive experiences
with the handicapped. Two methods were reported that are
generally utilized to try to change attitudes of people toward
the handicapped: 1) through physical contact with the
handicapped; and 2) through knowledge exposure. Hersh et al.
(1977) examined attitude change toward the handicapped by
graduate students in social work. These students were divided
into: 1) an experimental group which received an introductory
23
course on developmental disabilities and spent one day of
interacting with a family with a handicapped child; 2) a
control group received no treatment. The researchers
concluded that the experimental group held more positive
attitudes toward the handicapped due to the intimate personal
contact and Increased knowledge. Further, Mba (1978)
supported these findings by stating that "a major factor In a
favorable change of attitude toward the handicapped Is
experience with the handicapped.”
The value of administrative support, specifically by
principals, for mainstreaming programs has been offered by
several investigators. Tarrier (1978) found that the support
of the leader for mainstream programs was Indeed a significant
factor for success. Further, Slvage (1982) found that schools
which had principals who had positive attitudes and were
viewed as advocates maintained successful mainstreaming
programs. Sivage viewed advocates as individuals who "are
thought to defend the integrity of the innovation, recruit
supportive members, and secure resources." Of particular
significance was the finding that "Goal Clarity" had the
highest correlation of all the variables to the implementation
of effective mainstreaming programs. Interestingly, Larrivee
and Cook (1979) found a substantial positive correlation
between level of administrative support and the availability
24
of support services.
Hence, Alvair (1978) has suggested that administrators,
such as principals, must have "concise and consistent answers
to request for help. This necessitates leadership in
providing necessary financial resources, personnel scheduling,
time, and encouragement. All of these skills are presently
lacking with many school administrators.” The inescapable
conclusion is that training of school principals in special
education and experiences with the handicapped are the key
components necessary for positive attitudes toward the
handicapped and their successful integration into the
mainstream. In the absence of at least these key components,
endemic barriers to mainstreaming are thusly created.
D. Training Needs for Regular School Administrators
Given the present emphasis on returning the handicapped
to the least restrictive environment, the school principal
finds him or herself responsible for programs that are
generating a great deal of controversy. By and far the
largest proportion of administrators involved in special
education are those whose primary responsibility is general
education (Jorden, 1981). Teachers in mainstreaming are
voicing concerns and demanding better educational leadership.
General education students are complaining that their
education is being diluted by the presence of individuals with
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exceptional needs in the regular classroom. However, parents,
special educators, and courts are saying that such placements
must be accomplished. Thus, the school principal is
confronted with a situation where he must provide educational
leadership for a mandate that is complex and in many
Instances, personally frustrating. Implementation must be
accomplished in spite of personal misgivings, teacher
reluctance (Hirshberg, 1980), student objection, and parent
pressure.
An Increase in knowledge in special education of various
exceptionalities may also bring about attltudinal changes
toward the handicapped. Blankenship and Lilly (1977)
concluded that it is better to try to teach teachers how to
teach the handicapped than to change their attitudes.
However, Brooks and Bransford (1971) exposed administrators
and teachers to a summer Institute in order to study attitude
change toward the mildly handicapped. The investigators found
a notable positive attitude shift toward the concept of
special education. They concluded that the lack of knowledge
concerning special education causes teachers and
administrators to express unwillingness for accepting
handicapped children into the regular program. Additionally,
Johnson (1978) and Johnson and Cartwright (1979) expressed the
view that experience alone, separated from increased knowledge
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of the handicapped, does not improve attitudes toward the
handicapped. They found that information and experience or
information alone surpassed experience alone for improving the
attitudes toward the handicapped* Pratt (1978) has reported
results from an extensive in-service program for educators
(including principals) designed to study the effects of staff
development on attitude change toward the handicapped. All of
the 499 participants were given the Classroom Integration
Inventory (CIl) to determine their willingness to mainstream
the handicapped. The author concluded that: 1) in-service
training apparently aided educators in adopting more accepting
attitudes of handicapped pupils; 2) educators who were more
closely involved (teacher vs. principal) were more accepting;
3) as their knowledge base increased concerning the
handicapped, educators became more accepting; 4) the number of
semester hours in special education affected scores for
integration; and 5) amount of in-service training affected
scores on the CII. Pratt (1978) thusly recommended
pre-service and in-service training for all personnel Involved
in special education, including administrators.
From the literature, it is apparent that for successful
integration of handicapped children into the regular
classroom, the training of administrators and teachers should
include two Interrelated objectives: the development of
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knowledge, skills, and competencies that facilitate academic
and social Integration of handicapped students; and the
development of positive attitudes toward the principle of
mainstreaming. Attitudes of administrators and teachers are
as Important as competencies (Leyser et al., 1982). Further
Baker and Gottlieb (1980) pointed out that "administrator and
teacher attitudes are expected to Influence the extent to
which handicapped children become not only physically
Integrated, but Integral members of regular classes,
benefiting academically, socially and emotionally from the
experience. ”
Programs to prepare administrators, special and regular
educators to effectively Instruct handicapped learners In
Integrated settings are crucial and critically Important for
the ultimate success of mainstreamed students. A number of
staff training programs to develop administrative and
Instructional skills have been designed and validated. Common
to most of these programs was some form of formal training.
However, Eltlng (1982) reported;
While local education agencies seem
consistent In providing activities under the
broad ruble of In-service education, there Is
considerable variation In the process and
content of these activities. Viewed
collectively, the strategies for In-service
training are widely discrepant with regard to
such Issues as purpose, terminology,
definition, method of delivery, and service
sphere. (p. 8).
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Fulton (1976) used a modular, special education, competency
based format to train administrators and regular education
teachers to work with handicapped students* Results of an
evaluation of this program showed significant gains in the GPA
of special education students of participating teachers while
those students of non-participating teachers exhibited
negative academic achievement. A more traditional lecture
format was employed by Tutalo (1975). Regular education
teachers and principals were first exposed to information
related to student behavior and behavior management techniques
and these techniques were subsequently implemented in the
classroom and school lifestyle. Data indicated that student
attendance increased, inappropriate behaviors decreased
somewhat, however, the amount of work completed by students
increased significantly. Further, a four week course,
designed by Asclone and Borg (1980), with content specifically
focused on improving self-concepts of handicapped students,
was administered to administrators and regular educators.
Statistical analyses revealed that the self-concept training
fostered significant changes in the attitudes and actions of
the participants. Glass and Meckler (1983) designed an
intensive series of workshops for regular and special
educators, and administrators which included diagnostic,
remedial, and behavior management skill training. A unique
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feature of the workshops was that direct experience in working
with handicapped youngsters during the sessions was involved.
Teacher attitude inventory scores indicated significant gains
in the participants' perceptions of their ability to instruct
mildly handicapped students. Since many administrators had
experience as regular classroom teachers, the authors
tentatively concluded that specific skills relative to the
instruction of mildly handicapped children can be Isolated and
taught in a relatively short period of time. In an effort to
assist both regular teachers and special education
administrators in the mainstreaming process, Purdy (1981)
utilized organizational development techniques in in-service
activities. Participants were trained in cooperative team
building which enabled them to define mainstreaming barriers
and eventually create solutions and plans to effect needed
changes. Available longitudinal data have suggested the
success of this organizational approach. It is significant to
note that in similar studies by Henderson (1982), although
equivalent participants scored better on tests and apparently
used more recommended techniques in the total school
environment, no significant difference was noted in measures
of job satisfaction or teaching effectiveness.
In contrast to the above cited studies, there have been
several total staff development programs which have
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incorporated follow-up consultations into their training. The
developers of these programs appeared to value the
availability of an "expert" to assist the staff in the
implementation of strategies learned during formalized
workshop sessions (Davis, 1975; Hale et al. , 1978; Nielsen,
1979; and Weckler and Youngberg, 1983). Further, aside from
providing administrators and teachers with needed competencies
in working with handicapped students, in-service training
designed to additionally incorporate positive attltudlnal
changes toward mainstreaming has met with mixed success
(Johnson and Cartwright, 1979). Harasymiw and Horne (1976)
proposed that "attitudes seem best modified when the shift is
generated from within the individual as a result of new
environmental Influences, such as new information about the
handicapped as well as direct experience with them." Although
the authors' in-service study showed more favorable attitudes
of most levels of special education educators toward the
integration of handicapped children, feelings about the
manageability of special needs children and attitudes toward
disability groups in general, however, were not found to be
significantly different. These results were chronicle by
Waggoner's (1978) study with elementary school personnel. The
researcher noted that relative to the "felt needs" of
educators and administrators, they expressed an increased
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feeling of adequacy in working with the handicapped children
mainstreamed. However, no significant differences were found
in their attitudes toward these students. Contrastingly, data
from an Intensive six-week in-service training program
adminlstrered by Larrivee (1981) indicated significantly more
positive attitudes of special education personnel and
administrators relative to: 1) perceived ability to work with
special needs students; 2) philosophy of mainstreaming; and 3)
attitudes about the academic and social growth of special
needs students.
Many authors have indicated that the school principal
plays the key role in the success of a mainstreaming program.
The educational training received by school principals
contributes to the quality of work they accomplish. Wirtz
(1977) asserted:
Administrators of public schools of America
generally receive little or no formal
training in the art of programming for the
handicapped children and youth to be found in
their schools. (p. 34).
Shortly after the passage of P.L. 94-142, the National
Advisory Council on Education Professions Development (1976)
warned that the education of special education students would
suffer unless special training and support services were
provided by administrators. The American Association of
Colleges for Teacher Education, in a report (1978) concerning
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mainstreaming) adopted a goal for their colleges that
mandated :
All graduates of professional education
programs who enter the field are
knowledgeable about the rights of all
children, including the handicapped, and are
prepared to assume their roles in
implementing the due process evolving from
legislation. The professional educator will
need to be a person with new skills,
attitudes and personal qualities. (p. 17).
Zemanek and Lehrer (1977) outlined a new role for existing
departments of special education on college campuses and felt
that "sensitizing administrators to the extent of the
population in need of special services" was of paramount
Importance. They further felt that the involvement of school
principals in the planning and development of mainstreaming
programs was a crucial factor in the success of programs.
Alvair (1978) suggested that administrators involved in
mainstreaming "must have concise and consistent answers to
requests for help which necessitates leadership in providing
necessary budgets, personnel scheduling time, and most
Important, encouragement most of these skills were
presently lacking with many regular school administrators."
Raske (1977, 1979) surveyed the preparation of regular
educators for the administration of special education in
Michigan. He found that only 47.6% of regular school
administrators had at least one college course in special
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education; 81% felt that a course in special education should
be required for certification as an administrator; 76.2%
stated that they relied heavily on Intermediate school
districts as their primary source of Information for their
special education duties; and only 19.0% reported that they
relied on their own professional training.
Keogh and Levitt (1976) surveyed the attitudes of
regular education educators toward special education
students. Of the 400 respondents, 88.0% felt that knowledge
of the characteristics of exceptional children was Important;
however, only 27.0% felt qualified despite willingness to work
with exceptional children. Gruger (1975) developed a
competency based model for educational leaders. In the
author's survey of 714 administrators of special education
throughout the United States, the six most Important
competencies specified were: 1) specifying new job
descriptions; 2) selecting personnel; 3) securing new
services; 4) providing In-service Information programs; 5)
compiling relevant data; and 6) designing budgets. The
researcher concluded that at least half of these competencies
would require substantial Information In special education to
adequately demonstrate them. More recently, Nevln (1979)
Investigated competencies needed by regular school
administrators to Implement special education programs. Over
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168 administrators, including 56 principals, responded to
forty-seven competency statements by comparing their job
responsibility. More than 40% of the respondents reported
specific training needs in at least eight competencies.
Thus, a critical factor in the success of any school
program is the leadership exhibited by the principal.
Participative leadership in comparison to authoritative styles
has been found to be more effective in creating an educational
environment for mainstreaming. It could be concluded that
unless a principal actively supports mainstreaming in a school
program, it is destined for failure. However, vital to active
participation by principals in the process of educating
handicapped children would be their training in special
education and their experience with the handicapped, both of
which should aid positive attitudes toward exceptional
children and mainstreaming.
E• Importance of Involvement of School Personnel In
Mainstreaming
Administrative variables related to organizational
structure, procedures and processes have been recognized
increasingly as salient components in the design of successful
mainstreaming programs. Beery (1974) described a model for
organizational development known as "Project Catalyst”. This
model, used in ten elementary schools in San Francisco,
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California, had the Intent of effecting growth In students'
skills through the Implementation of democratic processes by
top administrators In declslon-maklng. It was hypothesized
that this would lead to the professional and personal growth
of principals, who would facilitate similar growth In teachers
and parents who. In turn, would help foster academic and
social growth In mainstreamed students. Teachers were
encouraged by their principals to define their needs. Identify
their resources, and develop their own plans for meeting their
personal and school goals. The greatest gains were reported
In those schools In which the principals Instituted the
greatest amount of democratic declslon-maklng.
Not only Is there a great deal of difference In the way
experts view mainstreaming, but there are also problems In the
actual process of making mainstreaming decisions. Due to
publicity regarding P.L. 94-142, the public awareness of
special education programs has been heightened. Many
questions are being directed at school administrators. The
school principal Is the most visible symbol of school
administration and the Individual responsible for educational
programs In the school. Currently, many researchers In
special education are debating just how well school principals
are prepared for their role of providing Information and
direction for parents, regular and special education classroom
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teachers, and students who are to be integrated into the
mainstream. Cruickshank (1977) suggested that many school
principals failed to understand the nature of the difficulties
facing handicapped children who were placed in the
mainstream. Therefore, these administrators were unable to
make appropriate mainstreaming decisions and with this
posture, constituted an endemic barrier to the process.
Similarly, Kaufman et al. (1979) speculated that many
mainstreaming decisions were made for administrative
convenience and were not related to the needs or
characteristics of the child.
However , Wilkes et al. (1975) found in a survey of
opinions of learning disabilities teachers that a child's
behavior in the classroom had more bearing on the decision to
mainstream than did the child's academic performance in the
classroom. Further , research also indicated that the
achievement levels in those academic subjects into which
handicapped students were mainstreamed should be as close to
the achievement levels of non-handicapped students as possible
(Semmel et al., 1979; Wilkes et al., 1975 ). But according to
Siders (1979), there was very little literature that stated
that such academic planning was done as a routine matter
before making mainstreaming decisions. However, the success
or failure of most programming for the handicapped was judged
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by the progress or lack of progress in academic achievement.
Haring and Krug (1975), in a study of teaching methods,
Indicated that Intensive academic preparation was a necessary
prerequisite for successful transition into the mainstream.
On the other hand, Semmel et al. (1979) stated that there were
few regular classroom teachers who changed their teaching
styles and methods to accommodate the needs of Integrated
handicapped students. In this regard, according to Lortle
(1975), this tendency of teachers to be both conservative and
Individualistic would pose a serious barrier to mainstreaming
and would impede any change, especially an innovation, which
depends on cooperation and attacks teachers' autonomy as does
mainstreaming. Therefore, It would appear that the
achievement level of Integrated handicapped students In the
mainstream should be as close to the achievement levels of
their non-handicapped peers as possible.
A great deal of preparation goes into making initial
placement decisions for handicapped children. Public Law
94-142 requires school personnel to come together as a
multidisciplinary team to make placement decisions. The
multidisciplinary or planning team may include regular and
special education teachers, administrative and
supervisory/support staff (Bickel, 1980; Braun, 1977; Fenton
et al., 1979; Palmer, 1980; Rucker and Vautour, 1981). The
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placement team is generally responsible for determining
eligibility for special services, establishing educational
goals and objectives, and determining programming decisions
(Yoshida et al., 1978). Further, Yoshida et al. (1978)
assessed the roles, participation levels, and professional
satisfaction of members of educational planning teams. The
results indicated that support personnel (school
psychologists, counselors, social workers) and administrators
had higher participation scores than regular or special
education teachers. The most significant findings were that
participation correlated positively to satisfaction;
attendance at a meeting did not translate into participation
or satisfaction, and regular teachers were low in both
participation and satisfaction. The latter finding was
particularly Important given that the role of regular
educators is critical to the development and implementation of
mainstream educational programming for the handicapped child.
F. Summary of Related Literature
1. There was a great deal of confusion about
mainstreaming. This confusion included a lack of clarity
about the definition, necessary elements, and what it took to
deliver appropriate programming for handicapped children. The
enactment of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of
1975 has brought forth many far-reaching changes for
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professionals in the fields of special education. According
to P.L. 94-142, handicapped children are to receive
Individually designed educational services In the least
restrictive environment possible. For many children, this
means receiving Individualized instruction in regular
"mainstream" classes. In the past, children with exceptional
needs have either been offered Ineffectual programs or none at
all. Many have been excluded from public education. Many
children have been Integrated into regular classrooms without
the intervention of school principals, special and regular
educators. These students have usually had negative
experiences, l.e., social Isolates, behavior problems, and
difficulties with academic work. Hence, the writer asserts
that mainstreaming represents one of the most complex
educational service innovations undertaken to date by the
educational systems.
2. One of the concepts that clearly emerged from the
literature focusing on handicapped children in the regular
classroom was that attitudes people hold concerning the
handicapped have tremendous impact on the success or failure
of efforts to Integrate handicapped children into the
mainstream of education. In fact, negative attitudes by
administrators and regular educators present endemic barriers
to the process. One of the characteristics of negative
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attitudes is represented by the stereotypes administrators and
teachers have toward children who are categorically labeled.
Often professionals hold beliefs about how a child will behave
and function in school, academically and socially, based on
preconceived notions about the disability group of which the
child is a member. The literature supported the premise that
effective educational intervention does make significant
differences in the attitudes of special education
professionals toward mainstreaming. In general, although
principals hold more positive attitudes toward mainstreaming
than regular educators, a great amount of training is needed
to modify existing attitudes. Attitudes toward the
handicapped changed as individuals increase their knowledge,
awareness, and had positive contact with the handicapped.
Strong leadership was needed from principals to foster
positive attitudes in the total school environment.
3. If handicapped children are going to participate
more and more in the mainstream of education, then in-service
and pre-service programs to help administrators and regular
teachers feel more successful in this effort need to be
increased. Most regular school principals received little or
no training in the field of special education and many
researchers are calling for mandatory training in special
education for certification. However, knowledge without
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experience often was not effective in altering attitudes. On
the other hand, to make the kind of decisions that will be
necessary in special education for the future, the regular
school principal must develop knowledge of programming for
handicapped children.
4. One of the mandates of P.L. 94-142 was the use of a
multidisciplinary team that is responsible for the planning
and programming for handicapped children. School personnel
have an extremely Important role in the integration of
handicapped children and the decisions that lead to such
integration. Effective mainstreaming was achieved by
coordinated planning and programming by principals, and
special education administrative, instructional, and support
personnel. If mainstreaming is to be effective, then
educational personnel must be willing to cooperate in efforts





The literature abounds with information available on
P.L. 94-142 and the most expedient and worthwhile ways to
Implement the Law. However, there is very little information
available relative to endemic barriers to mainstreaming as
viewed by the top administrative “practitioners”, i.e.,
regular school principals. Creating a coalition of ideas from
administrative leaders Involved in educating handicapped
children in the mainstream is, therefore, highly desirable as
mainstreaming becomes more widespread. The extent of
administrative support from principals may be the most vital
variable in the implementation of mainstreaming. Therefore,
the present study investigated the views of principals
relative to endemic barriers to mainstreaming; additionally,
variables related to the attitudes, training, and educational
experience of school principals were evaluated as possible
barriers to the process of effective integration of the
handicapped into the general education program.
Procedure — Validation Studies
Initiation of the study began after consultation and
written permission (see Appendix I) of the proper
administrative officials of the Central Administration
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Office. A Personal Data Questionnaire (PDQ) was submitted to
the Panel of Experts (professionals) (see Appendix II) in
Special Education and/or Educational Administration prior to
field administration. The panel was asked to use at least the
following parameters in their evaluation of PDQ items:
1. Readibility and clarity of items to prevent
ambiguities and confusion;
2. Whether concepts to be measured were adequately
testable by the content-nature of the items;
3. Whether sound principles were used in item
construction, i.e., placement of distractors when
analyzing knowledge and skill.
Additionally, the writer secured the advice and comments of
twenty-five (25) elementary school principals known personally
or professionally in surrounding school systems not involved
in this study. These respondents were mailed the PDQ and
asked to provide responses to the PDQ identical to 1, 2, and 3
asked of the Panel of Experts. Twenty-one (21) out of
twenty-five (25) principals agreed and did respond by
returning their PDQ and written responses. Upon the
suggestions and recommendations of the Panel of Experts and
Validation Principals, the PDQ was revised and increased from
30 to 50 items and prepared for administration.
44
Subject Selection
The participants in this study were 67 out of 85 (79.0%)
elementary school principals in the three areas of a large
urban school system in Georgia. Five (5) principals chose not
to participate and thirteen (13) principals provided
incomplete information which could not be incorporated into
this study. Since the mandates of P.L. 94-142 were imposed in
1975, it was assumed that all of the principals were involved
in some phase of administration and implementation of
education for the handicapped. After the names and
addresses of the pertinent respondents were obtained through
the Central Administration Office, the school principals were
mailed a cover letter (see Appendix III) endorsing and
explaining the significance of this research along with the
PDQ. Stamped return envelopes were also included for the
return of the questionnaire. Each principal was assigned a
coded number to remain anonymous and was assured that
responses would be collated as a group, rather than as
individual responses. Those principals failing to return the
PDQ after a reasonable period of time (two weeks) received a
follow-up phone call and written request for the information.
Those principals failing to respond to this final request were
excluded from this study.
Further, information was secured from administrative
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officials in the Central Administration Office relative to
which elementary schools had been identified and rated as
effective in implementing mainstreaming, based on State and
Local monitoring data, as opposed to those rated as completely
or partially ineffective. Concurrently with the request for
return of the PDQ, ten (10) regular school principals were
contacted by telephone to arrange for a personal interview
conducted by the writer. These respondents represented ten
(10) principals from schools identified as not having
effective programs and ten (10) from schools identified as
having effective programs. The information from the
Structured Interviews was correlated and contrasted with the
responses on the PDQ of the school principals from the
respective schools, relative to possible endemic barriers to
mainstreaming.
Instrumentation
The type of Structured Personal Interview used in this
study (see Appendix IV) is commonly referred to as the
"open-end funnel” interview (Bullard, 1982). Specifically,
the interview begins with very broad questions and comments
and narrows down progressively to the important point or
points of interest desired in this study.
The Personal Data Questionnaire (see Appendix V)
designed by the writer was completed by the respondent
principals. Initial items on the PDQ assessed demographic
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data relative to the respondents. Information requested was
their highest degree obtained, number of years as an
elementary school principal, experience in education other
than as an administrator, l.e., special education resource
teacher, regular education teacher, counselor, psychologist,
physical therapist. Additional demographic data requested
was: number of undergraduate and graduate courses In Special
Education; hours of in-service education in training the
handicapped; age group and sex; whether they had a
handicapping condition; did they have a close relative living
in their home with a handicapping condition; and whether they
had frequent contact with a relative or friend not living in
their home with a handicapping condition.
Questions 1-10 measured the respondents' knowledge of
the mandates of P.L. 94-142 and the least restrictive
environment provisions. Items 11-30 were designed to assess
the attitudes of principals toward mainstreaming the
handicapped into regular classes; items 31-40 were included to
see if principals could perceive research - validated endemic
barriers to the process of mainstreaming; later items on the
PDQ (41-50) were included to assess the principals' basic
understanding of the mainstreaming process: 1) based on their
formal education (training) in special education; and 2) their
perceived roles in the decision-making process based on
experience as an administrator under mainstreaming conditions.
47
On the PDQ, the school principals were asked to provide Yes-No
responses for items 1-10, and the respondents were given a
5-point Likert-type scale on which to respond to items 11-50.
Variables
For the purposes of this study, knowledge of the
mandates of P.L. 94-142 and the attitudes toward mainstreaming
the handicapped into regular classroom settings were treated
as dependent variables. Antecedents to knowledge and
attitudes may be based on or attributed to the individual's
academic training in special education and/or experience as an
administrator; their attitudes may be influenced by their
academic knowledge, specific training in special education,
and their experience as an administrator (Ary et al., 1979).
Independent variables in this research were:
1. highest degree obtained;
2. years as a school principal;
3. years of experience other than as an administrator;
4. number of undergraduate and graduate courses in
special education;
5. hours of in-service training in serving the
handicapped;
6. age and sex; and
7. relationship to close relatives or friends with
handicapping conditions.
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Dependent as well as Independent variables were assessed based
on information obtained from the Personal Data Questionnaire
supplemented by responses from the Structured Interview of
selected principals.
Treatment of the Data
The responses from the PDQ were statistically tabulated
and calculated using an IBM 3031 computer incorporating the
Statistical Packet for the Social Sciences (SPSS) Program.
Demographic data were analyzed for each Independent variable
as reported by principals returning the PDQ. Further, the
twenty (20) principals chosen for the Structured Interview
were asked to clarify and elaborate on some of their
demographic data. Some of the more frequent responses from
the Interviews are discussed in Chapter IV.
The fifty (50) items on the PDQ were divided into four
(4) major areas centered around the first five (5) Research
Questions. Each area was assigned a weighted-score range as
follows ;
1. Knowledge of the mandates of P.L. 94-142 (items
1-10; 0-10);
2. Attitudes toward mainstreaming (items 11-30;
20-100) ;3.Identifying endemic barriers to mainstreaming (items
31-40; 10-50);
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4. Knowledge of effective mainstreaming practices in
Special Education (items 41-50; 10-50) .
Mean scores for each area were computed for those
administrators with effective and ineffective mainstreaming
programs. The means were then compared and a ^ score computed
to determine if the differences were significant.
For computer analysis of the data and reporting
purposes, the writer found it statistically more reliable to
group the weighted scores from each area of the PDQ into
Intervals as follows:
Attitudes (<50; 50-59; 60-69; 70-79; 80+);
Barriers (<35; 36-39; 40+);
Training and Experience (<31; 31-35; 36-40; 40 + ) .
The knowledge scores from items 1-10 were not grouped into
intervals because of the Yes-No type responses. Additionally,
each sub-area of the PDQ was cross-tabulated with the other
areas and Chi-Square analyses were performed to determine if
differences were significant. Demographic variables from the
PDQ were also cros s-tabulated with each sub-area and
Chi-Square analyses were performed to detect significant
differences. Further, Pearson Product-Moment Correlation
Coefficients (r-values) were calculated at the 0.05 level of
significance from the cross-tabulations of the weighted scores
of the sub-areas of the PDQ.
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Description of the Sample
Demographic data relative to the 67 elementary school
principals participating in this study are presented below in
tabular form:
1. A frequency distribution of the educational level of
school principals is presented in Table 1;
TABLE 1








B.S. 2 1 1.5 1.5 1.5
M. A. 3 16 23.9 24.2 25.8
M.S. 4 7 10.4 10.6 36.4
ED. S. 5 24 35.8 36.4 72.7
ED.D. 6 16 23.9 24.2 97.0
PH. D. 7 2 3.0 3.0 100.0
0 1 1.5 MISSING
TOTAL 67 100.0 100.0
Valid Cases 66
Missing Cases 1
2 A frequency distribution of the number of years as a
school principal is presented in Table 2;
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TABLE 2








0-5 Years 1 8 11.9 11.9 11.9
6-10 2 27 40.3 40.3 52.2
11-20 3 28 41.8 41.8 94. 0
21-30 4 4 6.0 6.0 100.0
TOTAL 67 100. 0 100.0
Valid Cases 67
Missing Cases 0
3. A frequency distribution of the number of years as a
Special Education Resource teacher is presented in
Table 3;
TABLE 3
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF THE NUMBER OF YEARS








YEARS 0 57 85. 1 85. 1 85. 1
1 2 3.0 3.0 88. 1
2 3 4.5 4.5 92.5
3 1 1.5 1.5 94.0
5 2 3.0 3.0 97.0
12 1 1.5 1.5 98.5
13 1 1.5 1.5 100.0




4. A frequency distribution of the years of experience
as a Regular Education teacher is presented in Table
4;
TABLE 4
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF THE NUMBER OF YEARS








YEARS 0 8 11.9 11.9 11.9
3 1 1.5 1.5 13.4
4 2 3.0 3.0 16.4
5 2 3.0 3.0 19.4
6 1 1.5 1.5 20.9
7 1 1.5 1.5 22.4
8 2 3.0 3.0 25.4
9 1 1.5 1.5 26.9
10 8 11.9 11.9 38.8
11 2 3.0 3.0 41.8
12 7 10.4 10.4 52.2
13 5 7.5 7.5 59.7
14 4 6.0 6.0 65.7
15 12 17.9 17.9 83.6
16 3 4.5 4.5 88. 1
17 2 3.0 3.0 91.0
18 3 4.5 4.5 95.5
19 2 3.0 3.0 98.5
27 1 1.5 1.5 100.0




5. A frequency distribution of the years of experience
as a Counselor is presented in Table 5;
TABLE 5








YEARS 0 54 80.6 80.6 80.6
1 2 3.0 3.0 83.6
2 4 6.0 6.0 89.6
3 3 4.5 4.5 94.0
4 1 1.5 1.5 95.5
5 1 1.5 1.5 97.0
7 1 1.5 1.5 98.5
8 1 1.5 1.5 100.0
TOTAL 67 100.0 100.0
Valid Cases 67
Missing Cases 0
None of the respondent principals reported experience as a
physical therapist and only one (1) reported experience (5
years) as a school psychologist.
6. A frequency distribution of the number of
undergraduate courses in Special Education is
presented in Table 6;
TABLE 6
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF THE NUMBER OF
UNDERGRADUATE SPECIAL EDUCATION COURSES
Fre- Valid CUM
Value Label Value quency Percent Percent Percent
None 1 23 34.3 35.9 35.9
0-3 2 35 52.2 54.7 90.6
4-6 3 4 6.0 6.3 96.9
Above 6 4 2 3.0 3. 1 100.0
0 3 4.5 MISSING
TOTAL 67 100.0 100.0
Valid Cases 64
Missing Cases 3
7. A frequency distribution of the number of graduate
courses In Special Education Is presented In Table
7;
TABLE 7
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF THE NUMBER OF








None 1 8 11.9 11.9 11.9
0-3 2 42 62.7 62.7 74.6
4-6 3 6 9.0 9.0 83.6
Above 6 4 11 16.4 16.4 100.0




8. A frequency distribution of the number of in-service
hours in Special Education since the passage of
P.L. 94-142 is presented in Table 8;
TABLE 8
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF THE NUMBER OF








None 1 5 7.5 7.5 7.5
0-5 2 14 20.9 20.9 28.4
6-10 3 26 38.8 38.8 67.2
11-15 4 12 17.9 17.9 85.1
15-20 5 7 10.4 10.4 95.5
Above 20 6 3 4.5 4.5 100.0
TOTAL 67 100.0 100.0
Valid Cases 67
Missing Cases 0
9. A frequency distribution of the age groups of the
respondents is presented in Table 9;
TABLE 9








31-40 2 2 3.0 3.0 3.0
41-50 3 32 47.8 48.5 51.5
51-60 4 32 47.8 48.5 100.0
0 1 1.5 MISSING




10. A frequency distribution of the sex of the
respondents is presented in Table 10.
TABLE 10








Male 1 33 49.3 50.8 50.8
Female 2 32 47.8 49.2 100.0
0 2 3.0 MISSING
TOTAL 67 100.0 100.0
Valid Ca ses 65
Missing Cases 2
In addit ion, only one (1) out of sixty- se ve n (67) principals
reported having a handicapping condition but failed to specify
the part:icular handicap. Twenty (20) out of 67 principals
(29.9%) reported having a close relati\fe n(3W or in the past
living in their homes with a han dicapping condition.
Thirty-four (34) out of 67 respondents (50.7%) stated that
they have had in the past or now have frequent contact with a
close relative or friend with a handicapping condition not
living in their households. The frequencies of the above




This chapter described the methodology used to examine
the variables Involved In the views of principals relative to
many endemic barriers to mainstreaming handicapped children.
The chapter Included: (1) the procedures Involved In the
validation of a Personal Data Questionnaire (PDQ), designed by
the writer, and validated by a Panel of Experts and school
principals not Involved In this study; (2) the methods used
for the final selection of subjects; (3) procedures used for
the distribution and return of the PDQ from respondent
principals; (4) methods used for the Identification of those
elementary schools rated as effective In the Integration of
handicapped children; (5) selection of respondents for a
Structured Personal Interview based on whether or not their
mainstreaming programs were rated as effective or Ineffective
(completely or partially); (6) a description of the
Instruments used (PDQ and Structured Interview) containing
demographic data, dependent and Independent variables; (7) a
description of the statistical methods used to analyze the
data; and (8) a final description of the sample for the study
based on computer analyses of demographic data, and dependent
and Independent variables relative to the respondents as




The present study investigated the views of elementary
school principals relative to endemic barriers to
mainstreaming. Additionally, dependent and independent
variables related to the principals’ knowledge of the mandates
of P.L. 94-142, attitudes toward the integration of the
handicapped into regular classroom settings, ability to
identify barriers to mainstreaming, and knowledge of effective
mainstreaming practices in Special Education were evaluated as
possible endemic barriers to mainstreaming. In addition, the
Impact of personal relationships with handicapped relatives
and friends on the actual Implementation and maintenance of
effective mainstreaming programs was investigated.
Research Question #1
Does knowledge of the mandates of P.L. 94-142 correlate
positively or negatively with effective implementation of
mainstreaming?
Items 1-10 of the PDQ addressed this research question.
Provided in Appendix V is the PDQ. The Yes-No responses have
been scored based on printed information about the Law and
research in the literature. Data in Table 11 show the mean
scores on items 1-10 of principals whose schools were
identified as having effective mainstreaming programs compared
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with principals whose schools were identified as Ineffective.
TABLE 11
MEAN SCORES OF THE KNOWLEDGE OF P.L. 94-142 OF
PRINCIPALS WITH EFFECTIVE AND INEFFECTIVE PROGRAMS














The 25 principals with effective programs had a mean score of
8.32 out of a total of 10 while the 42 principals with
programs rated Ineffective had a mean score of 7.73. However,
the ^ score of 1.73 with p=0.089 indicated that the difference
in mean scores between the two groups was not significant at
the 0.05 level.
Research Question #2
Do positive or negative attitudes of school principals
toward mainstreaming correlate with the actual implementation
of the process and its success or failure?
Items 11-30 of the PDQ addressed this research
question. The 5-point Likert-type responses have been scored,
either strongly agree or strongly disagree, based on responses
indicative of a positive attitude toward mainstreaming. These
weighted scores yielded a score range of 20-100. Therefore, a
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minimum score of 56 representing 70% of the maximum score
Indicated a positive attitude toward the Integration of the
handicapped Into the regular classroom setting. Data In Table
12 compare the mean scores on Items 11-30 of principals whose
schools were rated as having effective and Ineffective
mainstreaming programs using the ^-test. Those principals
TABLE 12
MEAN SCORES OF THE ATTITUDES OF PRINCIPALS TOWARD














with effective programs had a mean score of 65.52 while those
with Ineffective programs had a mean score of 63.42. The mean
scores Indicated that both groups of principals had positive
attitudes. Further, the score of 0.84 with p=0.401
Indicated that the difference In mean scores between the two
groups was not significant at the 0.05 level of significance.
Research Question #3
Are school principals able to Identify research-
validated endemic barriers to effective mainstreaming of
handicapped children?
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On the PDQ, items 31-40 addressed this research
question. The scoring of these items seen in Appendix V
represented the responses expected of principals with
knowledge of endemic barriers to effective mainstreaming.
Weighted scores were assigned to each response with a score
range of 10-50. Data in Table 13 compare the mean scores on
items 31-40 of principals with effective and ineffective
mainstreaming programs using the T-test. The mean score for
TABLE 13
MEAN SCORES OF PRINCIPALS IN IDENTIFYING BARRIERS














principals with effective programs was 38.64 and the mean
score for those with ineffective programs was 37.97. The
means indicated that both groups scored in the upper range in
their abilities to identify barriers to effective
mainstreaming. The ^ score of 0.73 with p^O.466 indicated no
significant difference in mean scores between the two groups
at the 0.05 level of significance.
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Research Question #4
Does the amount of principals’ knowledge of effective
mainstreaming practices correlate positively or negatively
with its implementation?
Questionnaire items 41-50 dealt with the above research
question. The items were scored (see Appendix V) either
strongly disagree or strongly agree based on the most
prevalent response expected from research-validated studies
found in the literature. Each item was assigned a weighted
score with a score range of 10-50. The mean scores for those
principals with effective and ineffective mainstreaming
programs are illustrated in Table 14. Principals with
TABLE 14
MEAN SCORES OF PRINCIPALS ON THE PDQ BASED ON














0. 11 65 0.910
effective programs had a mean score of 35.24 and those with
ineffective programs had a mean score of 35.11. However, the
_t score of 0.11 and p=0.910 indicated no significant
differences in mean scores of the two groups (p<0.05).
Further, based on the principals' knowledge of effective
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mainstreaming practices, a cross tabulation of principals with
effective and ineffective programs and their number of years
as a principal (set into intervals) is illustrated in Table
15. The largest groups of principals with effective and
TABLE 15
CROSS TABULATION OF PRINCIPALS WITH EFFECTIVE AND
INEFFECTIVE MAINSTREAMING PROGRAMS BY NUMBER OF










Effective 3 9 13 25
12.0% 36.0% 52.0%
37.5% 33.3% 40.6% 37.3%
Ineffective 5 18 19 42
11.9% 42.9% 45.2%
62.5% 66.7% 59.4% 62.7%
Column Total 8 27 32 67
% 11.9% 40.3% 47.8% 100.o:
Chi Square =* 0.33301 (d.f. » 2, p*0.8466)
and ineffective mainstreaming programs (52.0% and 45.2%,
respectively) had greater than 10 years of experience as
principals. However, the Chi Square value of 0.333 and
p=0.8466 indicated that the difference was not significant at
the 0.05 level. Data in Table 16 represent a cross tabulation
of principals with effective and ineffective mainstreaming
programs and total years of teaching experience other than as
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a principal. Since the majority of principals had previous
TABLE 16
CROSS TABULATION OF PRINCIPALS WITH EFFECTIVE AND
INEFFECTIVE MAINSTREAMING PROGRAMS BY TOTAL NUMBER OF
TEARS OTHER THAN AS A PRINCIPAL
Count Years other than as a Principal
Row Z Row
Col.Z <5 6-10 11-15 >15 Total
Effective 5 3 10 7 25
20.0% 12.0% 40.0% 28.0%
50. 5% 33.3% 35.7% 35.0% 37.3%
Ineffective 5 6 18 13 42
11.9% 14.3% 42.9% 31.0%
50.5% 66. 7% 64.3% 65.0% 62. 7%
Column Total 10 9 28 20 67
% 14.9% 13.4% 41.8% 29.9% 100.0%
Chi Square - 0. 8254 (d.f . = 3, p = 0.8434)
experience as regular classroom teachers, and there were low
frequencies in other educational categories, i.e.. Special
Education Resource teacher. Counselor, Physical Therapist,
Psychologist, these experiences were collectively grouped into
intervals. It may be noted from Table 16 that the largest
percentage of the principals with effective and ineffective
programs were in the 11-15 years of teaching experience (40.0%
and 42.9%, respectively) groups. Further, for both groups,
41.8% had 11-15 years of teaching experience other than as a
principal. However, the Chi Square value of 0.825, p=0.8434.
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Indicated no significant difference existed at the 0.05 level
of significance.
Research Question #5
Does the amount of in-service training in Special
Education of school principals correlate positively or
negatively in the implementation of mainstreaming?
Data in Table 17 represent a cross tabulation of the
number of hours of in-service training in Special Education
by those principals with effective and ineffective programs
in mainstreaming. The majority of principals with effective
TABLE 17
CROSS TABULATION OF PRINCIPALS WITH EFFECTIVE AND
INEFFECTIVE NAINSTREAMING PROGRAMS BY TOTAL NUMBER OF










Effective 1 3 11 3 25
5.6% 16.7% 61.1% 16.7%
20.0% 21.4% 42.3% 25.0% 31.6%
Ineffective 4 11 15 9 39
10.3% 28.2% 38.5% 23. 1%
80.0% 78. 6% 57.7% 75.0% 68.4%
Column Total 5 14 26 12 39
% 8.8% 24. 6% 45.6% 21.1% 100.0%
Chi Square - 2. 6033 (d.f .= 3, p = 0.4596)
Missing Observations = 10
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and ineffective mainstreaming programs fell within the 6-10
hours of in-service training groups (61.1% and 38.5%,
respectively). It is instructive to note that 45.6% of
respondent principals had at least 6-10 hours of in-service
training in Special Education. The data indicated, however,
that no significant difference was observed, based on a Chi
Square value of 2.6033, p^O.4569, at the 0.05 level of
significance.
Research Question #6
Does the formal level of education of school principals
correlate positively or negatively in the implementation of
mainstreaming?
The data provided in Table 18 illustrate a cross
tabulation of effective and ineffective mainstreaming programs
and the educational degree levels of principals. Relatively
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TABLE 18
CROSS TABULATION OF PRINCIPALS WITH EFFECTIVE AND




Col.Z Specialist Doctorate Total
Effective 8 8 8 24
33.3% 33.3% 33.3%
33.3% 33.3% 44.4% 36.4%
Ineffective 16 16 10 42
38. 1% 38. 1% 23.8%
66.7% 66. 7% 55.6% 63.6%
Column Total 24 24 18 66
% 36.4% 36.4% 27.3% 100.0%
Chi Square - 0. 6984 (d.f.= 3, p - 0.7052)
Missing Observations = 1
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speaking, the principals were equally distributed among the
degree groups (36.4% - Bachelor's and Masters; 36.4%
Specialist; 27.3% - Doctorate) whether or not their
mainstreaming programs were effective or Ineffective. The Chi
Square value of 0.6984 and p=0.7052 indicated that no
statistically significant difference was observed at the 0.05
level of significance. Further, cross tabulations of the
number of undergraduate and graduate courses in Special
Education by effective versus ineffective mainstreaming
programs were performed. A negative Pearson correlation
coefficient (r=-0.03924 ) with p*0. 3791 was noted for the
number of undergraduate courses but the r-value was not
significant at the 0.05 level. Although the cross tabulation
for the number of graduate courses showed a negative Pearson
r-value (r--0.2289; p=0.0312), the value was significant at
the 0.05 level of significance (raw data not shown).
Research Question #7
Do principals who have relatives or close contact with
friends with handicapping conditions maintain more effective
mainstreaming programs than those that do not?
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Twenty (20) out of sixty-seven (67) principals have or
have had close relatives living in their households with
handicapping conditions. When those principals with effective
and Ineffective mainstreaming programs were cross tabulated
with the presence of relatives now or in the past in their
homes, the data in Table 19 were generated. Of the total
TABLE 19
CROSS TABULATION OF PRINCIPALS WITH EFFECTIVE AND
INEFFECTIVE MAINSTREAMING PROGRAMS BY HAVING RELATIVES










Effective 10 15 25
40.0% 60.0%
50.0% 31.9% 37.3%
Ineffective 10 32 42
23.8% 76.2%
50.0% 68.1% 62.7%
Column Total 20 47 67
% 29.9% 70.1% 100.0%
Chi Square - 1.2648 (d.f. - 1, p * 0.2607)
sixty-seven (67) respondents, twenty-five (25) were identified
as having effective programs. Of these, 40% (10/25) had
contact with relatives in the home with handicapping
conditions while 60% (15/25) did not. Of the forty-two (42)
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respondents with Ineffective programs, 23*8% (10/42) had
contact with relatives with handicapping conditions in the
home while 76.2% (32/42) did not. Overall, the Chi Square
value of 1.2648, p*0.2607, indicated that no significant
statistical difference existed at the 0.05 level of
significance (Yate's correction factor was used).
Thirty-four (34) out of sixty-seven (67) principals
surveyed indicated that they have or have had frequent contact
with relatives or friends with handicapping conditions not
living in their homes. Data are presented in Table 20.
TABLE 20
CROSS TABULATION OF PRINCIPALS WITH EFFECTIVE AND
INEFFECTIVE MAINSTREAMING PROGRAMS BY HAVING RELATIVES











Effective 15 10 25
60.0% 40.0%
44. 1% 30. 3% 37.3%
Ineffective 19 23 42
45.2% 54.8%
55.9% 69.7% 62.7%
Column Total 34 33 67
% 50.0% 49.3% 100.0%
Chi Square - 0.8395 (d.f. ■ 1, p - 0.3595)
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Sixty percent (60%) (15/25) of the principals with frequent
contact with relatives or friends outside the home also had
mainstreaming programs identified as being effective. Forty
percent (40%) (10/25) of the principals had effective programs
but no contact with handicapped relatives or close friends
outside the home. Conversely, of the 42 respondents with
ineffective programs, 45.2% (19/42) had frequent contact and
54.8% (23/42) did not have frequent contact with relatives or
friends outside the home with handicapping conditions. Thus,
no statistically significant difference was rated based on Chi
Square ■ 0.8395 (with Yates correction factor), p*0.3595, at
the 0.05 level of significance.
Of particular significance to this study was the
relationship of principals with close relatives or friends
with handicapping conditions either within or outside their
homes, and their performance on the various areas of the
Personal Data Questionnaire. Cross tabulations of principals
having relatives living in their households and their scores
on the knowledge of P.L. 94-142 mandates, attitudes toward
mainstreaming, identifying barriers, and items based on
knowledge of effective mainstreaming practices in Special
Education, revealed no significant differences in these




CROSS TABULATION OF PRINCIPALS WITH RELATIVES IN THEIR
HOMES BT SCORES ON THE PDQ OF KNOWLEDGE OF
THE MANDATES OF P.L. 94-142
Count
Relatives Row Z
In Home Col.Z 5-6
Scores on the PDQ
7 8 9 10
Row
Total
Yes 8 4 3 5 20
40.0% 20.0% 15.0% 25.0%
34.8% 36.4% 23. 1% 41.7% 29.9%
No 8 15 7 10 7 47
17.0% 31.9% 14.9% 21.3% 14.9%
100.0% 65.2% 63.6% 76.9% 58.3% 70. 1%
Column Total 8 23 11 13 12 67
% 11.9% 34.3% 16.4% 19.4% 17.9% 100.0%
Chi Square = 4.9791 (d.f. = 4, p =■' 0.2894 )
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TABLE 22
CROSS TABULATION OF PRINCIPALS WITH RELATIVES IN THEIR
HOMES BY SCORES ON THE PDQ OF ATTITUDES TOWARD
THE PROCESS OF MAINSTREAMING
Count
Relatives Row Z









Yes 1 1 11 5 2 20
5.0% 5.0% 55.0% 25.0% 10.0%
20.0% 6. 7% 34. 4% 55.6% 33.3% 29.0%
No 4 14 21 4 4 47
8. 5% 29.8% 44.7% 8.5% 8.5%
80.0% 93.3% 65.6% 44.4% 66.7% 70. 1%
Column Total 5 15 32 9 6 67
Z 7.5% 22.4% 47.8% 13.4% 9.0% 100.0%
Chi Square * 7.2693 (d.f . = 4, p - 0. 1223 )
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TABLE 23
CROSS TABULATION OF PRINCIPALS WITH RELATIVES IN THEIR
HOMES BT SCORES ON THE PDQ ON THE IDENTIFICATION OF












Yes 3 9 8 20
15.0% 45.0% 40.0%
30.0% 25.0% 38. 1% 29.9%
No 7 27 13 47
14.9% 57.4% 27.7%
70.0% 75.0% 61.9% 70.1%
Column Total 10 36 21 67
% 14.9% 53.7% 31.3% 100.0%
Chi Square = 1.0862 (d.f. = 2, p - 0.5809)
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TABLE 24
CROSS TABULATION OF PRINCIPALS WITH RELATIVES IN THEIR











Yes 2 8 8 2 20
10.0% 40.0% 40.0% 10.0%
33.3% 30.8% 36.4% 15.4% 29.9%
No 4 18 14 11 47
8.5% 38.3% 29.8% 23.4%
66,1% 69.2% 63.6% 84.6% 70.1%
Column Total 6 26 22 13 67
% 9.0% 38.8% 32.8% 19.4% 100.0%
Chi Square » 1.7900 (d.f. = 3, p - 0.6171)
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Conversely, when frequent contact with handicapped
relatives or close friends outside the home was cross
tabulated with the above-mentioned areas of the PDQ,
significant differences existed. Cross tabulations of
frequent contact outside the home and scores of principals
relatives to knowledge of the P.L. 94-142 mandates are
presented in Table 25. Here, for those with frequent contact.
TABLE 25
CROSS TABULATION OF PRINCIPALS WITH FREQUENT CONTACT WITH
RELATIVES OR FRIENDS OUTSIDE THE HOME BY SCORES ON THE




Scores on the PDQ
7 8 9 10
Row
Total
Yes 2 10 2 10 10 34
5. 9% 29.4Z 5.9Z 29.4Z 29.4Z
25.OZ 43.5Z 18.2Z 76.9Z 83.3Z 50.7Z
No 6 13 9 3 2 33
18.2Z 39.4Z 27.3Z 9. IZ 6. IZ
75.OZ 56.5Z 81.8Z 23. IZ 16.7Z 49.3Z
Column Total 8 23 11 13 12 67
Z 11.9Z 34.3Z 16.4Z 19.4Z 17.9Z 100.OZ
Chi Square - 15.9370 (d.f. - 4, p = 0.0031)
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20 principals had scores of either 9 or 10 (10 = maximum)
which comprised 58.8% of this group of respondents. On the
other hand, for those without frequent contact with relatives
of friends with handicapping conditions, only 15.2% (9.1% +
6.1%) scored either 9 or 10 and most of their scores were
toward the lower range. The Chi Square value of 15.9370,
p=0.0031, was statistically significant at the 0.05 level.
From cross tabulation of respondents with frequent
contact with handicapped relatives or friends outside the home
(34/67 = 50.7%) by scores of attitudes toward mainstreaming,
data are presented in Table 26. While a minimum score of 56
TABLE 26
CROSS TABULATION OF PRINCIPALS WITH FREQUENT CONTACT WITH
RELATIVES OR FRIENDS OUTSIDE THE HOME BT SCORES ON THE












Yes • • • 6 16 6 6 34
17.6% 47.1% 17.6% 17.6%
40.0% 50.0% 66.7% 100.0% 50.7%
No 5 9 16 3 • • • 33
15.2% 27.3% 48.5% 9.1%
100.0% 60.0% 50.0% 33.3% 49.3%
Column Total 5 15 32 9 6 67
% 7.5% 22.4% 47.8% 13.4% 9.0% 100.0%
Chi Square = 12.5878 (d.Jf. - 4, p = 0.0135)
78
was considered to Indicate a positive attitude toward
mainstreaming (range of scores were 20-100), both groups had
highest scores above the minimum in the 60-69 interval.
However, those principals with frequent contact were in the
greatest proportion in the upper two intervals of scores
(70-79; >80; 17.6% for both), and those without frequent
contact did not score >80. The Chi Square value of 12.5878,
p=0.0135, indicated a significant difference between the two
group scores.
Presented in Table 27 is a cross tabulation of
principals with frequent contact with relatives or friends
outside the home by their ability to identify barriers to
effective mainstreaming. With the maximum score for this
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TABLE 27
CROSS TABULATION OF PRINCIPALS WITH FREQUENT CONTACT WITH
RELATIVES OR FRIENDS OUTSIDE THE HOME BT SCORES ON THE PDQ













Yes 3 14 17 34
8.8% 41.2% 50.0%
30.0% 38.9% 81.0% 50. 7%
No 7 22 4 33
21.2% 66.7% 12. 1%
70.0% 61.1% 19.0% 49.3%
Column Total 10 36 21 67
% 14.9% 53.7% 31.3% 100.0%
Chi Square “ 11.4130 (d.f. = 2, p = 0. 0033 )
parameter being 50 (range 10-50), 50.0% (17/34) of those
respondents with frequent contact scored >40 while only 12.1%
(4/33) of those principals without frequent contact scored in
this range. The differences in scores are significant based
on Chi Square = 11.4130, p=0.0033, at the 0.05 level of
significance.
Items on the PDQ were designed to assess the knowledge
of principals of effective mainstreaming practices. In Table
28, categorically, the data indicated no statistically
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significant difference between frequent contact with relatives
or friends with handicapping conditions outside the home and
their knowledge of effective mainstreaming practices (Chi
Square » 7.2757, p=0.0636); although the p-value is very close
to being significant at the 0.05 level of significance.
TABLE 28
CROSS TABULATION OF PRINCIPALS WITH FREQUENT CONTACT WITH
RELATIVES OR FRIENDS OUTSIDE THE HOME BY SCORES ON THE PDQ










Yes 2 12 16 4 34
5.9% 35.3% 47.1% 11.8%
33.3% 46.2% 72.7% 30.8% 50.7%
No 4 14 6 , 9 33
12. 1% 42.4% 18.2% 27.3%
66.7% 53.8% 27.3% 69.2% 49.3%
Column Total 6 26 22 13 67
% 9.0% 38.8% 32.8% 19.4% 100.0%
Chi Square = 7.2757 (d.f. » 3, p - 0. 0636 )
Intercorrelations of PDQ Items
The mean scores from the four areas of the PDQ were also
analyzed using Pearson's Coefficient of Correlation as
depicted in Table 29. When knowledge scores were correlated
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TABLE 29
INTE&CORRELATIONS OF MEAN SCORES OF PRINCIPALS


















Knowledge of 1.000 0.3591 0.3501 -0.0359
P.L. 94-142 0.001 0.002 0.386
Attitudes
Toward 0.3591 1.0000 0.3917 -0.1544
Mainstreaming 0.001 ess 0.001 0. 106
Identifying 0.3501 0.3917 1.0000 0.0903
Barriers 0.002 0.001 s « • 0.234
Mainstreaming -0.0359 -0.1544 0.0903 1.0000
Practices 0. 386 0. 106 0. 234 s s s
with attitudes and identifying barriers, positive relation¬
ships existed (0.3591 and 0.3501, respectively). Further,
these positive relationships were significant and not due to
chance deviations (Attitudes - p=“0.001; Barriers - p=0.002).
However, a negative correlation (r=-0.0359) was indicated when
knowledge of the mandates of P.L. 94-142 was correlated with
knowledge of effective mainstreaming practices in Special
Education but the correlation was not significant (p=0.386) at
the 0.05 level of significance. A positive correlation was
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noted also between attitudes and barriers (r=0.39l7) which was
significant (p=0.001). However, a negative relationship
existed for attitudes and knowledge of effective mainstreaming
practices (r»-0.1544) which was not significant (p=0.106).
Finally, a low positive relationship existed for barriers and
knowledge of effective mainstreaming practices (r=0.0903),
however, this relationship was not significant (p=0.234) at
p<0.05 level of significance.
Analysis of Structured Interviews
The second phase of this study consisted of an
examination of principals' perceptions of endemic barriers to
mainstreaming using the Structured Personal Interview. The
interview questions were designed to provide a more in-depth
examination of the attitudes toward mainstreaming and
knowledge of barriers to integrating handicapped students into
the regular classroom. The interview questions are listed in
Appendix IV.
Structured interviews were conducted with twenty (20)
selected principals, ten (10) whose schools were identified as
having effective mainstreaming programs and who had indicated
on the PDQ frequent contact in or outside the home with
relatives or friends with handicapping conditions. The other
ten (10) principals were identified as having ineffective
mainstreaming programs and no personal contact with relatives
or friends with handicapping conditions. Both groups of
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principals were able to articulate a general acceptable
definition of mainstreaming, i.e., "the appropriate placement
of handicapped children in the least restrictive educational
environment with their non-handicapped peers." Eighty percent
(80%) of the principals with effective programs considered
their programs to be effective. Oddly, 60% of those
principals with ineffective mainstreaming programs felt that
their programs were effective. Further, 80% of principals
with effective mainstreaming programs actively participated in
Special Education stafflngs while only 60% of those with
ineffective programs participated. In this regard, 50% of
those principals with effective programs Indicated that they
actually chair in-school or multidisciplinary team meetings
regarding Special Education placements. Only 10% of
principals with Ineffective programs participated as chairs of
in-school teams, and they interpreted their roles as mainly to
settle disputes or serve as arbitrators during the staffing
process.
When asked to prioritize their most important problem
encountered in Implementing mainstreaming, those principals
with effective programs stated that "more stringent and
frequent communication between regular education teachers,
special education teachers and support staff was needed."
Principals with ineffective mainstreaming programs indicated
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that student social and behavioral adjustment problems In the
regular classroom setting was of paramount concern.
Additionally, while only 40% of those principals with
effective programs felt that their formal training In Special
Education was adequate to enable them to be effective
administrators, 70% of principals with Ineffective programs
felt that their formal training (course work and degree) was
adequate. Further, principals with effective programs rated
their regular education teachers as having adequate training
In Special Education In order to educate the handicapped.
This was not their primary concern in mainstreaming
implementation. However, those principals with ineffective
programs rated inadequacy of training of their regular
education teacher as of very high priority. However, of
importance to this study, both groups of principals felt that
in-service training in Special Education was very important
for themselves and their teachers and that more was needed.
Finally, for those principals with effective programs,
the major problem encountered in dealing with their teachers
with handicapped children was the need for more time to
provide individualized instruction in the regular classroom.
Again, those principals with ineffective programs chose social




SUMMARY, DISCUSSIOH, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary
The present study investigated dependent and
independent variables related to the principals' knowledge
of the mandates of P.L. 94-142, attitudes toward the
integration of handicapped children into regular classroom
settings, identification of barriers to mainstreaming, and
principals' knowledge of effective mainstreaming practices
in Special Education. In addition, the Impact of personal
relationships with handicapped relatives and friends on the
actual implementation and maintenance of effective
mainstreaming programs was investigated.
Sixty-seven (67) elementary school principals from a
large urban school system were the subjects in this study.
They involved twenty-five (25) principals whose
mainstreaming programs were identified by the Central and
Area Office Administration personnel as being effective and
forty-two (42) whose programs were not effective. Two data
gathering instruments were used to examine dependent and
Independent variables related to the principal; A Personal
Data Questionnaire (PDQ) containing demographic questions
and 50 items related to the variables previously mentioned
was designed by the writer. The second instrument, a
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Structured Personal Interview, was administered to twenty
(20) principals of which ten (10) had effective
mainstreaming programs and close contact with relatives or
friends with handicapping conditions. Ten (10) principals
were interviewed with ineffective programs and no contact
with relatives or friends with handicapping conditions.
The PDQ and Interview items were structured to provide
statistically reliable information to answer seven (7)
Research Questions.
A summary of these findings is as follows:
1. The mean scores of principals with effective and
ineffective mainstreaming programs on the four
areas of the PDQ, l.e., knowledge of the mandates
of P.L. 94-142, attitudes toward mainstreaming,
the ability to identify barriers to
mainstreaming, and their knowledge of effective
mainstreaming practices, indicated no
statistically significant differences when
analyzed by the jt Test at the 0.05 level of
significance;
2. Principals with effective and Ineffective
mainstreaming programs were cross tabulated with
the following variables: highest degree level of
principals; total years of teaching experience
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other than as a principal; number of
undergraduate and graduate courses in Special
Education; and having handicapped relatives
Inside the home or having frequent contact with
relatives or close friends outside the home with
handicapping conditions* When these cross
tabulations were subject to Chi Square Analyses,
no statistically significant differences existed
at the 0*05 level of significance;
3. Further, based on a Chi Square Analysis, when
having handicapped relatives living in
the household was cross tabulated with the four
areas of the PDQ, no significant difference was
noted. However, when having frequent contact
with handicapped relatives or friends outside the
home was cross tabulated with the scores on the
PDQ, the p values were significant at the 0*05
level of significance, except for those items
dealing with knowledge of effective mainstreaming
practices which were not significance;
4. The mean scores from the four areas of the PDQ
were also analyzed using Pearson's Coefficient of
Correlation. The Knowledge section correlated
positively with Attitude and Barrier sections
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which was significant at p<0.05 and not due to
chance deviations. However, knowledge of the
mandates of P. L. 94-142 correlated negatively
with knowledge of effective mainstreaming
practices but the difference was not
significant. A positive and significant
correlation was also noted between Attitudes and
Identifying Barriers, however, a negative
correlation was shown for Attitudes toward
mainstreaming and knowledge of effective
mainstreaming practices; a low positive
correlation existed between Barrier
identification and knowledge of effective
mainstreaming but the relationship was not
significant.
The final portion of this study consisted of an
examination of principals* perceptions of endemic barriers
to mainstreaming using the Structured Personal Interview.
The major results are thusly summarized:
1. Most principals articulated a general definition
of mainstreaming. While 80% of those principals
with effective mainstreaming programs considered
their programs to be effective, 60% of the
principals identified as having ineffective
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programs felt that their programs were effective
also;
2. Eighty percent (80%) of the principals with
effective mainstreaming programs participated in
staffings for Special Education compared with 60%
of those principals with ineffective programs.
Regarding role interpretation, 50% of the
principals with effective programs chaired
multidisciplinary in-school team meetings as
compared to 10% of the principals with
ineffective programs. Forty percent (40%) of
principals with ineffective programs indicated
that they participated in staffings mainly to
settle disputes. None of the principals with
effective programs provided this response;
3. When asked to prioritize barriers to
mainstreaming, principals with effective programs
indicated that lack of communication between
regular education teachers, special education
teachers, and support staff as their number one
concern. Principals with ineffective programs
indicated their number one concern was student
behavioral problems in the regular classroom
setting. Principals with effective programs did
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not note the inadequacy of training of their
regular teachers as a major concern. However, it
was a major concern for those principals with
ineffective mainstreaming programs. In general,
both principal groups rated their lack of
training in Special Education as of only moderate
importance or concern;
4. Forty percent (40%) of the principals with
effective programs felt that their formal
training in Special Education wa sufficient to
administer programs for the handicapped.
Contrastingly, seventy percent (70%) of the
principals with ineffective programs felt that
their training was adequate. However, both
principal groups felt a strong need for more
in-service training in Special Education. Most
often, the lack of time for Individualized
instruction in the regular classroom was a major
problem expressed by teachers to their principals
with effective programs. On the other hand,
regular teachers expressed to principals with
ineffective programs, most often, problems




Since P.L. 94-142 was Instituted in 1975, ten years
have elapsed and during this interval of time, most
elementary school principals have become very knowledgeable
of and sensitive to the "least restrictive environment
provisions” for handicapped children. In this study,
elementary school principals were found to be very
knowledgeable about the mandates of P.L. 94-142, had
positive attitudes toward mainstreaming, were cognizant of
many endemic barriers to integration of handicapped
children, but still had many problems associated with the
implementation and maintenance of effective mainstreaming
programs.
Much of the research reported in the literature
emphasized a strong relationship between principals'
specific training in Special Education and experiences in
working with handicapped children as major criteria for
successful mainstreaming. Unfortunately, the results of
this study did not show any significant relationships
between these critical independent variables and the
mainstreaming effectiveness ratings of the school
programs. Hence, the writer concludes that principals
must comprehend special educational programming for
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handicapped children to aid their mainstreaming efforts.
Research from the literature supported the contention
that teachers and principals felt that the acquisition of
appropriate behavior and social skills was a prerequisite
for mainstreaming consideration. Data In this study
supported this contention. From the data gathered from the
Structured Interviews, It was apparent that many programs
were Ineffective because too many of the principals' duties
and an Inordinate amount of their time Involved arbitration
In disputes relative to special education placement, and
concerns centered around social and behavioral adjustment
problems of handicapped and mainstreamed children.
Ideally, handicapped students should be mainstreamed at or
near the academic levels of their non-handlcapped peers.
The writer suggest that principals with Ineffective
programs devote more time to the upward academic mobility
of handicapped children. This, In part, may be
accomplished by stressing to the regular education teachers
the Importance of focusing more on the abilities rather
than the disabilities of their mainstreamed students.
Public Law 94-142 mandated the use of multi¬
disciplinary teams In the Initiation and planning for all
handicapped children. From the literature reports, these
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teams appeared to be active when a child was placed into a
special program; however, it also appeared that many
mainstreaming decisions were made in general without the
benefit of team decision-making. Thus, it is concluded
that principals with mainstreaming programs rated
Ineffective must take a more active educational leadership
role in chairing multidisciplinary in-school teams where
regular and special education placement decisions are
made. In this regard, in the present study, the majority
of principals when intereviewed (those with ineffective
programs) felt that many of their regular education
teachers were inadequately trained to respond positively to
the educational needs of their handicapped children.
Perhaps if these principals exerted a more positive
academic leadership role on in-school teams, positive and
more effective communication lines would be established
between principals, special and regular education teachers,
and support staffs.
Frequent contact of principals with relatives and/or
friends with handicapping conditions outside the home had a
positive influence on principals’ interpretation and
knowledge of the least restrictive environment provisions
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of P.L. 94-142, attitudes toward Integration of handicapped
children into the mainstream, and their ability to
recognize barriers to effective mainstreaming. Yet,
frequent contact with handicapped persons was not a
significant determinant as to whether or not a mainstream¬
ing program was identified as effective or Ineffective.
State and local monitoring agencies, concerned with
compliance with the mandates of P.L. 94-142, must pursue
new strategies and develop new Instruments that encompass
variables related to measuring the principals' and other
educators' contributions to the mainstreaming process,
before identification and rating criteria are offered.
Implications
The findings and conclusions of this study warranted
the following implications:
1. Elementary school principals in this large urban
school system are very knowledgeable about the
mandates of P.L. 94-142 and its least restrictive
environment provisions for the education of
handicapped children;
2. The quality of pre-service and in-service
training in special education for principals must
be improved. This training must involve more
direct contact with handicapped children under
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mainstreamed conditions rather than the more
formal lecture-discussion formats;
3« Adequate and well-trained support staffs must be
provided to principals to help alleviate many of
the social and behavioral problems of handicapped
children under mainstreaming conditions. Thus, a
further examination of the characteristics of
mainstreamed and non-malnstreamed handicapped
students should be made in order to Identify
attributes important to the mainstream
decision-making process;
4. Frequent contact with handicapped individuals
outside the home environment fosters positive
attitudes toward mainstreaming, Increases the
ability to recognize endemic barriers to the
process, and aids in the knowledge of effective
mainstreaming practices. However, these
parameters do not directly translate into the
successful implementation of mainstreaming as
measured by State and local monitoring agencies.
Recommendations
The findings and conclusions of this study warranted
the following recommendations:
1. State and local monitoring agencies and other
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administrative personnel involved with assuring
compliance under P.L. 94-142 and evaluation of
mainstreaming programs must: develop new
strategies and Instruments which assess the
merits of dependent and Independent variables of
principals and their staffs before offering
rating assessments; and, look more closely at
factors endemic to individual schools which might
impede mainstreaming effectiveness, i.e., amount
and quality of in-service training in
mainstreaming provided to school personnel, the
support services available to regular classroom
teachers, class size versus the number of
handicapped students present;
2. In-service training of principals in Special
Education must involve more positive and
field-based experiences with handicapped
children, i.e., under mainstreamed conditions;
3. Since most principals are provided with Special
Education specialists as a part of their support
staff, a redefinition of the role of principals
and their levels of involvement on
multidisciplinary teams involved in special and
regular placement decisions must be made;
97
4. Colleges and universities with teacher education
programs should incorporate more '“hands-on"
experiences with handicapped children under
mainstreaming conditions during their pre-service
training. This training should emphasize more of
the positive rather than negative attributes of
handicapped children.
APPENDIX 1
PERMISSION LETTER TO CONDUCT THE STUDY
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ATLANTA PUBLIC SCHOOLS
DIVISION OF RESEARCH. EVALUATION
AND DATA PROCESSING
210RRYOR STREET. S.W.




Your proposal to conduct a study entitled, Perceptions of Endemic Barriers
to Effective Mainstreaming as Viewed by Elementary School Principals in a Large
Urban School System, has been approved. You may proceed to contact the principals
of the schools you wish to have participate. This letter may be used to verify the
approval of your request.
Please be reminded that participants have the option to participate or not to
participate in personal research studies. Therefore, you must obtain the consent
of the principal of each school to be involved before proceeding with your data gathering
activities,
Good luck with your project, and we look forward to receiving the results of
the study.
S' *■■
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PANEL OF EXPERTS
1. Mrs. Gwendolyn F. Elmore
Teacher, Program for Exceptional Children
Atlanta Public Schools




3. Mrs. Octavla W. Milton
Director of Special Education
Atlanta Public Schools
4. Dr. Vincent D. Murray
Teacher, Program for Exceptional Children
Atlanta Public Schools
Adjunct Professor, School of Education
The Atlanta University
5. Dr. Peyton Williams, Jr.
Associate State Superintendent
Office of State Schools and Special Services




I am Joyce F. Clark, a Doctoral student at the Atlanta
University in the School of Education, Department of
Administration and Policy Studies. As my dissertation
research project for the Ed.D. Degree in Administration and
Policy Studies, I am conducting a study to determine "The
Perceptions of Endemic Barriers to Effective Mainstreaming
as Viewed by Elementary School Principals."
The mainstreaming of handicapped students at all grade
levels has been a frequently cited issue in American
education for over a decade. The Federal mandates of
Public Law 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped
Children Act (1975), and a host of State Laws have ensured
the continuation of mainstreaming in its predominant and
controversial role in the delivery of special education
services. Although mainstreaming is not specifically
mentioned in the implementaiton regulations of P.L. 94-142,
it may be considered as a part of the Law's least
restrictive environment provision.
In many school systems at the elementary school level,
mainstreaming has not been Implemented as the law
Intended. The extent of administrative support,
specifically from the school principal, may be the most
Important variable in the implementation of mainstreaming.
More specifically, the principal's understanding of and
attitude toward mainstreaming are extremely Important.
In this regard, I am soliciting your assistance by
agreeing to serve as a member of a "Panel of Experts" to
critique the enclosed Personal Data Questionnaire and
"Structured Interview" Questions which will be administered
to selected elementary school principals. Will you kindly
Include at least the following parameters in your
evaluation ;
1. Readibility and clarity of items to prevent
amlbiqulties and confusion;
2. Whether concepts to be measured are adequately
testable by the content - nature of the items;
3. Whether sound principles were used in item
construction, i.e., placement of distractors when
analyzing knowledge and skill.
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Please mall your critique of the Instruments in the
completed self-addressed return envelope.
The concept of effective mainstreaming of the
handicapped is an Important one for administrators.
Therefore, I feel that the results of this study will
provide greater insight into the education of all
children. If you have any additional questions regarding
this research project or need any assistance from me,
please feel free to contact me at (404) 699-0921 (home) or
753-9771 (business).
Thank you for your assistance. I will send you an






COVER LETTER TO PRINCIPALS
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Dear :
I am a Doctoral student enrolled at The Atlanta
University in the Department of Administration and Policy
Studies* Recently, the Division of Research, Evaluation
and Data Processing approved of my proposal to conduct a
research project relative to "Elementary School Principals'
Perceptions of Endemic Barriers to Effective Mainstreaming
Practices". Enclosed is a copy of the permission letter.
Therefore, I am asking your assistance in completing this
study by responding to the enclosed Personal Data
Questionnaire. In order for this project to be successful,
I need a maximum return rate.
Upon completion of this project, I plan to share the
information with the Division of Research, Evaluation and
Data Processing. I am sure that this study will yield
valuable information on endemic barriers to effective
mainstreaming practices. Please help me in this worthwhile
endeavor by taking about 25 minutes out of your hectic
schedule to complete this questionnaire and return it to me
in the enclosed self-addressed envelope as soon as
possible.
Thank you kindly for your cooperation and assistance.
Also, please note that the Questionnaire is coded to






STRUCTURED PERSONAL INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
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STRUCTURED PERSONAL INTERVIEW
1. I am trying to determine how mainstreaming is
interpreted by elementary principals in this school system.
1.1 How do you define mainstreaming?
1.2 Do you consider mainstreaming programs in your
school to be effective? Yes ;No .
2. Since the majority of your handicapped students are
in the mainstream, do you participate in the staffing
sessions for Special Education placement? Yes ; No .
2.1 Approximately how many staffIngs do you attend per
semester? None ; 1-5 ; 6-10 or more .
2.2 Who initiates the referral process for Special
Education placement? Regular classroom
teacher ; Special Education teacher ; Parent
; I generally do ; Other support staff .
2.3 How do you interpret your role in Special
Education Placement decisions? 1 do not play an
active role ; Monitor to insure compliance with
the law ; Resource person ; Simply to settle
disputes ; Chair the Multidisciplinary
In-School Team Meeting ; Make final deci¬
sions .
3. What problems have you encountered in mainstreaming
handicapped students? Please prioritize these parameters
on a scale of 1-8 with one (1) being the most Important.
Lack of financial resources ; Class size ; Negative
attitudes of regular education teachers toward
mainstreaming ; Inadequate training of regular education
teachers lack of communication between Special Education
and regular education teachers ; Lack of parental
involvement ; My Inadequate training in Special
Education ; Student behavioral problems .
4. Do you feel that your formal training in Special
Education has equipped you adequately to administer Special
Education Programs? Yes ; No .
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4.1 How do you value the need and/or importance of
in-service training in Special Education? Of
minimal Importance ; Presently adequate ;
Very important and we need more ; Important
only for my teachers .
4.2 Do you feel that your regular education teachers,
in general, are adequately trained for teaching
mainstreamed handicapped children? Yes ;
No . Please explain.4.3What is the major problem encountered in dealing
with your teachers with handicapped students that
are mainstreamed? Lack of motivation to teach
handicapped children ; Social and behavioral
adjustment problems of students ; Poor academic








you had a relative living in your home with a
condition or close contact with a friend
home with a handicapping condition? Yes ;












Please coiplete the following:
Hipest degree obtained (place an X): B.A. B.S. M.A. M.S. Ed.S. Ed.D. Ph.D.
Number of years as a school 0-5 6-10 11-20 21-30
principal; (place an X)
Years of experience in the
following; (write the nun±>er)




Place an (X) for the follcwing:
Hew many undergraduate covirses have None 0-3 4-6 above 6
you had in Special Education?
How many graduate courses have you None 0-3 4-6 above 6
had in Special Education?
Since the passage of P.L. 94-142
in 1975, how many hours of in-
service training in the education
of the handicapped have you been
involved in?
What is your age grocp and sex? 20-30 30-40 40-50 50-60 M F




Do you have a handic^ping
condition?
Yes Ito
If yes, please indicate the Visual Hearing Speech Orthopedic
type by placing an (X)
Other (List)
Do you have new or have ever
had a close relative living
in your hone with a harvii-
capping condition? If yes,


















Do you new have or have had
frequent contact and/or in-
volvenent with a close
relative or friend with a
handicapping condition not
living in i^ur household?
Yes No
If yes, vhat is the nat^are

















Please indicate vMch of the following itans are mandated ty Public Law





Initial placement of handicapped
children into the special -class-
Yes NO





grams are not required for most
Yes No
handicapped students that are
mainstreamed.
—
Written notices to parents must
be provided before major changes
Yes No




Principal may designate an
individual Specialist to make
Yes NO
placement decisions for handi¬
capped students that are to be
mainstreamed.
—- 3L
Hie progess of mainstreamed
students generally is r^xDrted
Yes No












School buildings have to be
provided with special equip-
Yes No
ment to serve the handicapped,
i.e., elevator, rartps, modi¬
fied restrooms, handrails.
X
Learning experiences must be Yes No
modified for handicapped






9. Individual placenent eval- Yes NO
uaticn of a handicapped child
does not involve parental cav- x
sent.
10. To increase their knowledge Yes NO
of the mandates of P.L. 94-142,
formalized parent training must




The following statements represent ccmnonly e:q>ressed opinions regarding
mainstreaming. Please indicate yotur opinion fcy checking the appropriate
response.
.. Handicapped children are better
served in meeting their academic
goals in special resource class¬
rooms, rather than the regular
classrocm setting.
2. School principals should be
required to have special certi¬
fication demonstrating leader¬
ship skills necessary to
administer programs involving
special education.
3. Teachers have to la««r their
classroom academic standards
to accomodate children with
handiccpping oonditons.
4. Reward systems should be
est^lished for handicapped
students for good academic
perfcrmanoe.
5. Handicapped students should
be able to perform at the
grade level of the regular
class in vhich they are
placed.
6. Parents do not need to be
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(l) 2 3 4 5
(1) 2 3 4 5
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17. In general, regular classrocm
teachers do not have oonfi-
denoe in mai^ reoanraendatica^
of special education resoiuroe
persons.
18. Most regular classrocm teachers
are not adequately trained to
deal with handicapped children.
19. State and local monitors of
cotpliance with the mandates
of P.L. 94-142 must beccroe
more stringent in their re¬
porting practices to ensxire
the inprovements in main-
streaming.
20. Teachers who mainstream
handicapped children into
their classrocms need to have
a redxiced class size.
21. Most educators of handicapped
children feel that these stu¬
dents mainly suffer from "a
lack of motivation".
22. Regular classrocm teachers
generally feel that too much
of tb& sdiool's financial
resources are being utilized
to accaimodate the handic^ped.
23. The extent of formal coursework
of principals in special educar-
tion enhanoes their ability to
administer mainstreaming pro¬
grams.
24. Limited financial resources
are more of a barrier to
effective mainstreaming than
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25. Most regular classroan teachers
are not motivated to teach effec¬
tively under nainstreaming con¬
ditions.
26. The amount of experience of
principals in teaching the
handic^ped enhances their
ability to be effective ad¬
ministrators.
27. Previous administrative ex¬
perience over special educa¬
tion programs fosters positive
attitudes towards mainstreaming.
28. Special education administrators
must start enphasizing the abili¬
ties of handic^ped students rather
than their disabilities.
29. In-servioe training in special educa¬
tion has a positive influence in a
principal's ability to administer
mainstreaming programs.
30. Mainstreaming practices do not
markedly interfere with the
general educaticn programs of
schools.
>. 41 4) 4) >1
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1 2 3 4 (5)
1 2 3 4 (5)
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The foUcwing statements represent prooedxjres and practices often associ¬
ated with mainstreaming handicc^sped children. Please indicate your opinion of
relative inportanoe by checking the ^prcpriate response.
1. School itainstreaming objectives
and responsibilities should be
clearly e^lained to all non¬
teaching staff.
2. The curriculvrti for public ele¬
mentary schools must be flexible
enough to be individualized to
acconodate the handicapped.
3. Special services rendered the
handicapped shoiald not have
special "labels” attached to
them or be over-enphasized.
14. In order to mainstream ef¬
fectively, it is essential
that the handicapped child
be placed with those regular
education teachers vho have
dancnstrated positive atti¬
tudes toward mainstreaming.
J5. Regular teachers and special
education resource teachers
should frequently ccmnunicate
relative to the child's lEP.
36. Appropriate behavior and
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37. Regular classroon teachers
must be a part of the multi¬
disciplinary team vhen mainr
streaming decisions are made.
38. NOn^academic and extracurri¬
cular activities must be
designed to include handi¬
capped students.
39. Parents should serve as vol-
mteer aides in the regular
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Based on your e:^>erienoe as an Administrator and/or yoxar formal training
in Special Education, please indicate whether you agree or disagree with each
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1. Parents of handicapped staadents
need more progress reports on
the activities of their children
than required for their non¬
handicapped peers.
2. The use of teacher evaluation
mechanisms by principals are
of limited effectiveness in
controlling the progress of
mainstreaming.
3. Motivation for regular class¬
room teachers is often in the
form of "psychic rewards", a
feeling of satisfaction of a
job well done. This cperates
most often at the espjense of
effective mainstreaming.
■A. Special educators, as resource
persons, should have the same
responsibilities as regular
classroom teachers, i.e.,
bus duty, hall duty.
15. Teacheirs and administrators
should have frequent in-servioe
training to iirprove their dcills
in iirplementing mainstreaming.
16. Principals should leave the deci-
sionr-making process of vhan to
mainstream up to special education
administrators and regular class-
rocm educators.
1 2 3 4 (5)
(1) 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 (5)
1 2 3 4 (5)
1 2 3 4 (5)
(1) 2 3 4 5
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47. School principals are, in
general, not ejqsected to
participate in the devel¬
opment of lEPs.
48. Educators ^oiald have
knowledge of normal
development so as not to
attribute every behavior




the success of main¬
streaming efforts, even
on a rotational basis
for specialists.
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FOLLOH-DP LETTER REQUESTING THE RETURN
PF THE PERSONAL DATA QUESTIONNAIRE
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Dear :
Approximately two weeks ago you were mailed a copy of a
Personal Data Questionnaire regarding Mainstreaming. If
you have not yet had an opportunity to complete this
questionnaire, please take a few minutes of your valuable
time to respond. Your input will be of great value to this
s tudy.
Enclosed is a second copy of the questionnaire along
with a self-addressed stamped envelope.







THANK YOU LETTER TO RESPONDENT PRINCIPALS
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Dear ;
Thank you for your response to the Personal Data
Questionnaire regarding Mainstreaming. Your participation
in this project enabled me to have an 80% return rate. I
am happy to state that my research is progressing quite
well and I shall always be grateful to you for your
participation and contribution to my Doctoral Dissertation.
A copy of the completed study will be on file in the
Division of Research, Evaluation and Data Processing in the
Central Administration Office of the Atlanta Public School
System for your perusal.






Alvair, H.P. Special services in mainstreaming programs.
U.S. Educational Resources Information Center, ERIC
Document ED 163 703, 1978.
American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education.
Beyond the mandates: The professional imperative of
educating professionals for educating the
handicapped. U.S. Educational Resources Information
Center, ERIC Document Services, ED 160 553, 1978.
Aptekar, L. How personal experience and university course-
work affect attitudes toward mainstreaming. Reading
Improvement. 1983, 2^, 319-322.
Ary, D., Jacbobs, L.C., and Razavleh, A. Introduction to
research in education (2nd Ed.). New York: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, 1979.
Asclone, F. R. , and Borg, W.R. Effects of a training
program on teacher behavior and handicapped children’s
self-concepts. The Journal of Psychology. 1980, 104,
53-65.
Baker, J.L., and Gottlieb, J. Attitudes of teachers toward
mainstreaming retarded children. In J. Gottlieb
(Ed.), Educating Mentally Retarded Persons in the
Mainstream. Baltimore: University Park Press, 1980.
Ballard, J., and Zettel, J. Public Law 94-142 and Section
504 and what they say about rights and protection.
Exceptional Children, 1977 , 4_4 , 177-184.
Barngrover, E. A study of educators' preference in special
education programs. Exceptional Children, 1971, 37,
754-755.
Beery, K. Models for mainstreaming. Sioux Falls, S.D.:
Dimensions Publishing Co., 1972.
Berry, K.E. Mainstreaming: A problem and an opportunity
for general education. Focus on Exceptional Children,
1974, _6 (6), 1-7.
125
Bickel, W.D. The placement process in special education
with special reference to Issues of minority over
representation. National academy of sciences:
Washington, D.C., 1981.
Blankenship, C.S., and Lilly, S.M. Essentials of special
education for regular educators. Teacher Education
and Special Education. 1977 , _1, 1-7.
Braun, C.S. How to select the least restrictive, but most
appropriate educational program for handicapped
children. (Abstract), Annual International
Convention, The Council for Exceptional Children,
Atlanta, GA, April, 1977.
Brooks, B., and Bransford, L. Modification of teacher
attitudes toward exceptional children. Exceptional
Children. 1971 , 38., 259-260.
Bullard, J.K. Factors in mainstream decision making.
(Doctoral Dissertation, University of Pittsburg,
1982). University Microfilms International, No.
8219924, 1984.
Carpenter, R. Get everyone involved when you mainstream
your children. Instructor. 1975, 182-186.
Chaffin, J.D. Will the real mainstreaming program please
stand up? Focus on Exceptional Children, 1974,
6-11.
Chiba, C., and Semmel, M. Due process and least
restrictive alternative: New emphasis on parental
participation. Viewpoints, 1975, 5^ (2), 17-29.
Closer Look. Editorial statement on the least restrictive
alternative setting. Parents Campaign for Handicapped
Children and Youth, Washington, D.C., (Dec.) 1978.
Cruickshank, W. Least restrictive placement: Administra¬
tive wishful thinking. Journal of Learning
Disabilities. 1977, 193-194.
Davis, W.J. Experimental program for the improvement of
teacher competency in reading instructions. U.S.
Educational Resources Information Center, ERIC
Document Services, ED 117 656, 1975.
126
CECDelegate Assembly Issues Mainstreaming Challenge.
Update, 1976 (summer), 2.» 3-5.
Elting, S.E. Staff development. In R.C. Talley and J,
Burnette (Eds.), Special education in transition-
administrator’s handbook on integrating America's
mildly handicapped students. The Council for
Exceptional Children: Reston Publishing Co., 1982.
Fenton, K.S., Yoshlda, R.K., Maxwell, J.P., and Kaufman,
M.J. Recognition of team goals: An essential step
toward rational decision-making. Exceptional
Children, (May) 1979, 638-644.
Freeman, R.N. Life in classroom: Teacher interaction with
successful and unsuccessful pupils. U.S. Educational
Resource Information Center, ERIC Document ED 187 044,
1980.
Fulton, S.C. The effects of a special education
competency-based teacher education program on teacher
effectiveness and pupil achievement. (Ed.D.
Dissertation, East Texas State University), Austin,
Texas, 1976.
Glass, R.M., and Meckler, R.S. Planning personnel to
instruct mildly handicapped children in regular
classrooms. Exceptional Children, 1983, 3_9 (2),
152-156.
Goodman, H. , Gottlieb, J., and Harrison, R.H. Social
acceptance of EMRs integrated into a nongraded
elementary school. American Journal of Mental
Deficiency, 1972, 7_6, 412-417.
Gottlieb, J. Attitudes of Norwegian and American children
toward mildly retarded children in special classes.
Journal of Special Education, 1974, 313-319.
Gruber, S.E. The development of a conceptual model for
competency-guided instructional leadership
preparation. U.S. Educational Resources Information
Center, ERIC Document Services, ED 105 562, 1975.
Guerin, G. , and Szatlock, K. Integration programs for the
mildly retarded. Exceptional Children, 1974, 41,
179-183.
127
Hale, N. Problem-solving techniques for administrators.
School Management Digest, 1978, (2), 60-65.
Harasymiw, S.J. and Horne, M.C. Teacher attitudes toward
handicapped children and regular class Integration.
The Journal of Special Education, 1976, (4),
393-400.
Haring, N.G., and King, D. Placement in regular programs:
Procedures and results. Exceptional Children, 1975,
jU, 413-417.
Henderson, H.S. The development of mediated training
programs for workers with the handicapped: Final
report. U.S. Educational Resources Information
Center, ERIC Document Services, ED 177 763, 1982.
Hersh, A., Carlson, R.W., and Losslno, D.A. Normalized
interaction with families of the mentally retarded.
Mental Retardation. 1977 , 1_5, 32-33.
Hlrshberg, D.L. Barriers to mainstreaming: The Implementa¬
tion of Chapter 766 at a secondary school. (Ph.
Thesis, Harvard University). Boston, Mass., 1980.
Jackson, H. A survey of the attitudes of administrators
regarding changes In educational methodology In
special education (Ed.D. Dissertation, University of
houston). Houston, Texas, 1974.
Johnson, A.B. The efficacy of a combination of two
college courses for the improvement of teachers'
attitudes toward and knowledge about the handicapped.
(Ph.D. Dissertation, The Pennsylvania State
University). Pittsburgh, PA, 1978.
Johnson, A.B., and Cartwright, C.A. The roles of informa¬
tion and experience in improving teachers' knowledge
and attitudes about mainstreaming. Journal of Special
Education. 1979, 1^, 453-462.
Jordan, R.E. Variables related to principals' attitudes
toward the integration of handicapped children into
the general education program. (Ed.D. Dissertation,
University of Northern Colorado, 1981)). University
Microfilms International, No. 8202708, 1984.
128
Kaufman, M., Agard, J., and Semmel , M. Mainstreaming:
Learners and their environments. In M.I. Semmel
(Ed.), Alternatives for teaching exceptional
children. Denver, CO; Love Publishing Co., 1979.
Keogh, B.K., and Levitt, M.L. Special education in the
mainstream: A confrontation of limitations. Focus on
Exceptional Children. 1976, 7-15.
Kurzberg, P.A. A survey of selected Iowa principals' and
superintendents' attitudes toward and knowledge of
programming for handicapped students in the least
restrictive environment. (Ph.D. Dissertation,
University of Iowa). Duberque, 10, 1978.
Larrivee, B. Effects of inservice training intensity on
teachers' attitudes toward mainstreaming. Exceptional
Children. 1981, 48(1), 34-39.
Larrivee, B., and Cook, L. Mainstreaming: A study of the
variables affecting teacher attitude. The Journal of
Special Education, 1979, 1_3 (3), 315-324.
Leyser, Y., Abrams, P., and Lipscomb, E. Modifying
attitudes of prospective elementary school teachers
Coward mainstreaming. The Journal for Special
Educators. 1982, (4), 1-10.
Lortie, D.C. School teachers. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1975.
Macmillan, D. , and Semmel, M.I. Evaluation of mainstream¬
ing programs. Focus on Exceptional Children. 1977,
1-14.
Mangers, D. The school principal: Recommendations for
effective leadership. Report-California State
Assembly Education Committee, 1978.
Mba, P.D. Issues of social adjustment and societal
attitudes: A comparative perspective. ERIC Document
Reproduction Service, ED 158 486, 1978.
National Advisory Council on Education Professions Develop¬
ment. Advisory council says mainstreaming is a mixed
bag. Education of the Handicapped, 1976, 3-6.
129
Nevin, A. Special Education administration competencies
required of the general education administrator.
Exceptional Children. 1979, 4-5 , 363-365.
Nielsen, L. An In-service program for learning disabili¬
ties teachers and administrators. Journal of Learning
Disabilities. 1979, jj. (6), 70-74.
Palmer, D.J. Factors to be considered In placing handi¬
capped children In regular classes. Journal of School
Psychology. 1980, (2), 163-70.
Payne, R. , and Murray, C. Principals' attitudes toward
Integration of the handicapped. Exceptional Chldren,
1974, 124-127.
Pratt, S.E. Attitudes of educators toward the placement of
exceptional children: A comparative study. (Ed.D.
Dissertation, University of Alabama). Tuscaloosa, AL,
1978.
Prescott, P.W. Experimental and educational determinants
affecting attitudes of administrators of special
education toward exceptional children. (Ed.D.
Dissertation, Boston College). Boston, Mass., 1974.
Purdy, J.D. Promoting school acceptance of handicapped
students through organizational development. The
Pointer. 1981, 25 (3), 11-13.
Raske, D.E. The administration of special education
programs by general school administrators. (Ed.D.
Dissertation, Wayne State University). Detroit,
Michigan, 1977.
Raske, D.E. The role of general school administrators
responsible for special education programs.
Exceptional Children, 1979, 4-5, 645.
Rucker, C.N., and Vantour, J.A. Efficacy of child study
teams. Teacher Education and Special Education.
(Winter) 1981, ± (1), 5-12.
Schmelkln, L.P. Teachers and non-teachers attitudes toward
mainstream. Exceptional Children. 1980, 4_8 (1),
hl-kl,
130
Semmel , M.I., Gottlieb, J., and Robinson, M.M. Mainstream¬
ing; Perspectives on educating handicapped children in
the public schools. In D.C. Berlinger (Ed.), Review
of research in education. Washington, D.C.: American
Educational Research Association, 1979.
Shubert, M.A., and Click, H.M. Least restrictive environ¬
ment programs: Why are some so successful? Education
Unlimited. 1981, 3 (2), 11-13.
Slders, J.A. A comparison of discrepancy values: Class¬
room placement consideration for exceptional
children. (Ph.D. Dissertation, University of
Florida). Gainesville, FL, 1979.
Sivage, C.R. Implementing Public Law 94-142: A case for
organizational readiness. the Journal for Special
Educators. 1982, ^ (2), 29-40.
Tarrler, R.B. Mainstreamed handicapped students in
occupational education: Exemplary admlnlstrtlve
practices. U.S. Educational Resources Information
Center, Eric Document ED 154 486, 1978.
Turnball, H.R. Legal implications. In A.J. Papponlkou
(Ed.), Mainstreaming emotionally disturbed children.
Syracuse, N.Y.: Syracuse University Press, 1977.
Tutalo , A.J. Staff development program: Maxi I practicum.
U.S. Educatonal Resources Information Center, ERIC
Document Reproduction Services, ED 119 451, 1984.
Vacc, N.A. A study of emotionally disturbed children in
regular and special classes. Exceptional Children.
1968, 15-22.
Waggoner, L.G. Effects of an inservice training model for
mainstreamed teachers on factors regarding exceptional
children. (Ed.D. Dissertation, Texas Tech
University), Lubbock, Texas, 1978.
Weckler, E., and Youngberg, M. Impact: Mainstreaming
learning problems in the classroom. U.S. Educational
Resources Center, ERIC Document Services, ED 112 559,
1983.
131
Wilkes, H.H., Bireley, M.K., and Schultz, J.J. Criteria
for mainstreaming the learning disabled child into the
regular classroom. Exceptional Children, 1975, 41 ,
391-396.
Wirtz, M.A. An Administrator's Handbook of Special
Education. Springfield, Illinois: Charles C. Thomas
Publishing Co., 1977.
Wong, N., and Perkins, S.A. Attitudes toward the mentally
retarded: A review of the selected literature. ERIC
Document Reproduction Services, ED 158 486, 1978.
Yoshida, R.K., Fenton, K.S., Maxwell, J.P., and Kaufman,
M.J. Group decision making in the planning team
process: Myth or reality. Journal of School
Psychology. 1978, 1_6 (3), 237-243.
Zemanek, D.H. and Lehrer, B.E. The role of university
departments of special education in mainstreaming.
Exceptional Children. 1977, 4_3, 378.
132
